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ABSTRACT
A Correlation Study of Perceived Servant Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction
Among Teachers in a Military Foreign Language Center
by Saliha Murtic
Purpose: This correlation study determined the relationship between the level of servantleadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language teachers and
the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense Language Institute
Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) in Monterey, CA.
Methodology: The study employed a quantitative method using descriptive and
inferential statistical tests to answer the research questions. The sample population
included 165 foreign language classroom teachers within the undergraduate basic
language training at the DLIFLC. The data were collected through the Servant
Leadership Questionnaire (Barbuto and Wheeler, 2006) and the Teacher Job Satisfaction
Questionnaire (Lester, 1982). The bivariate correlations, using a two-tailed Pearson test
of correlation coefficients, were computed to assess the degree of relationship.
Findings: Although all aspects of servant leadership are important to teacher job
satisfaction, the degree to which department chairs practice servant leadership skills does
not relate identically to all factors of teacher job satisfaction. Teachers demonstrated that
the most satisfying factor was the opportunity to be accountable for their own work and
the opportunity to take part in policy and decision-making activities.
Conclusions: The results of the study demonstrate the benefits of applying the servant
leadership model to teachers’ job satisfaction. Teachers need first to experience the
feeling of being satisfied with their jobs in order to fully contribute to the overall well-
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being of the DLIFLC. Building a strong culture and practice of servant leadership at all
levels would help the Institute to prosper.
Recommendations: Provide continuing professional growth opportunities in the area of
servant leadership with a focus on active listening, reflection, and empathy. Conduct a
study that compares servant leadership with other leadership styles to determine which
leadership style teachers respond to with a higher degree of satisfaction. Some future
studies should look at leadership correlated to teacher productivity and/or student results.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Leadership is a topic of widespread interest and, despite the fact that much has
been written about it, leadership still remains one of the least understood phenomena in
our collective knowledge (Burns, 1978). Being greatly esteemed and, at the same time,
very complex, leadership has often presented a big challenge to scholars and practitioners
who have tried to understand the very nature of it (Northouse, 2015). Throughout history,
there have been many definitions and ways of conceptualizing leadership, yet researchers
and practitioners have not been able to reach universal agreement on a definition of it
(Stogdil, 1974). Bass (1990) claimed that the reason for this failure in the study of
leadership has been the division between the literature on leadership and that of
followership. He further recommended that leadership be viewed as a process during
which a leader is located in the middle of a group activity and manifests the will of the
group (Bass, 1990).
When it comes to definitions of leadership, some researchers have stated that a
combination of certain traits or characteristics possessed by certain individuals is what
makes them leaders. Such traits help these people to persuade other group members to
carry out tasks (Bryman, 1992). Equally, some see leadership as a set of certain behaviors
that leaders demonstrate to bring about change in a group (Blake & Mouton, 1985), while
others argue that what distinguishes a leader from a non-leader are certain knowledge and
skills (Katz, 1995). In addition to the above-mentioned scholars, still others would argue
that leadership is based on a power relationship that exists between leaders and followers
(More, 1927). In effect, leaders use their power to influence change in others (Rost, 1991;
Stogdil, 1974).
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In a more recent study, Northouse (2015) reports that even though there are many
ways that scholars have tried to conceptualize leadership, there are certain components
that have been acknowledged as central to this phenomenon: “a) leadership is a process, b)
leadership involves influence, c) leadership occurs in groups, and d) leadership involves
common goals” (Northouse, 2015, p. 6). Since leadership is a process whereby one
individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal, the process is not
based on a trait or characteristic, meaning it is available to everyone (Northouse, 2015).
In times of rapid change, effective leadership is what today’s organizations are
looking for. The lack of effective leadership has made some scholars assert that society is
in a crisis of leadership (Greenleaf, 1977; Goleman, 2010; Harrison, 2006; Hasel, 2013).
As times are changing, our views on leadership behavior change as well. According to
Van Dierendonck (2011), current demand shows the need for more ethical, peoplecentered management and leadership motivated by the ideas of servant leadership, since
concerns about the society we live in have become increasingly important to company
policy. The key to change, success and long-term profit are engaged employees.
Therefore, innovation and employee wellbeing is given precedence, while leadership is
seen as a key factor for motivated employees in a thriving organization (Van Dierendonck,
2011). What follows is a brief description of job satisfaction.
Interest in job satisfaction – the level of contentment a person feels regarding his
or her job – started to develop intensely in the 20th century with the appearance of
scholarship by three American psychologists and job-satisfaction theorists: Frederic
Herzberg, Abraham Maslow, and Clayton Alderfer. These men identified the needs that
must be fulfilled if workers are to feel satisfied with their jobs. The way that management
2

treats employees is, among others, a crucial one (Maslow, 1943; Herzberg, 1968; Alderfer,
1969).
When it comes to the field of teaching, studies have shown that teachers are more
satisfied with their jobs when supervised by leaders with high levels of “servant-leadership”
qualities and characteristics, such as: listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion,
conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people and
building community (Eliff, 2014; English, 2011; Jordan, 2014, McKenzie, 2012;
McManmon, 2016). Complementary to this finding, Van Dierendonck (2011) claims that
organizations are about people. Satisfied and engaged employees are in high demand
because they are more likely to enjoy the work they do and more willing to put in extra
effort to get the job done. In these turbulent times of constant change, shrinking budgets,
and limited resources, many agencies are looking for alternative approaches to help them
decide where to focus their attention with the overall goal of increasing employee morale
and motivation (Van Dierendonck, 2011).
For example, servant leadership – an approach attracting a broad audience in
numerous organizations today – pays particular attention to the individual as servant
(Greenleaf, 1977). Gradually, in his later writings, Greenleaf (2002) moved from the
individual as servant to the institution as servant. He acknowledged that the latest
expansion of large institutions has created a new responsibility, which is to serve the
people within them (Laub, 1999).
This study aims to address servant leadership and job satisfaction among civilian
leadership and foreign language teachers in a military setting. It seeks to find and identify
a correlation between servant leadership and job satisfaction.
3

Background
Bass and Bass (2008) describe leadership as a universal phenomenon. As such,
the subject of leadership has been of immense interest throughout history. People have
perennially asked themselves what characteristics a good leader must possess, and how
they themselves could become one. Stogdil (1974) questions whether it is possible to
define leadership at all since there are as many definitions of leadership as people who
have tried to define it. In support of this point, Bass (2008) discloses that from the
beginning of the 20th century until 2005, there were 18,299 books for sale on the subject
of leadership in English, French, and Spanish, revealing the immense popularity of the
topic. Yet, people have been interested in leadership since much earlier than the early 20th
century. In the section that follows, a brief historical overview of the development of
leadership studies and theories will be traced.
Historical Development of Leadership Studies
The Great Man theory, which prevailed until the 20th century, suggests that great
leaders are not made; they are born (Carlyle, 1840). The thinking was: Either one had the
quality or did not. Therefore, researchers tried to identify the set of attributes that all
these natural leaders have in common. Campbell (2013), for instance, cited numerous
historical accounts of leaders’ heroic acts considered superhuman as a means of proving
their validity. Even though some people inherently possess more leadership gifts and
talents than others, it is now clear that leadership skills are actually learnable (Northouse,
2015).
The trait theory slowly emerged from the great man theory since scholars realized
that leadership skills were attainable by the masses. Therefore, researchers tried to define
4

which individual characteristics (physical, mental, and social) were needed for one to
become an effective leader (Day, 2012). Throughout the 20th century, researchers tried
and failed to identify the definitive traits of leaders, since no single set of characteristics
emerged as ideal for all circumstances. They did not take into consideration situational
factors. However, researchers did determine that there are a certain number of traits that
consistently contributed to effective leadership. Those traits are intelligence, selfconfidence, determination, and integrity, along with sociability, extraversion, openness
and, more recently, emotional intelligence (Northouse, 2015).
Skills theory is somewhat related to trait theory in the sense that it takes a leadercentered perspective on leadership. However, while trait theory tries to identify a set of
key attributes related to the general qualities of a leader, skills theory is focused on
identifying skills and abilities that can be learned and developed. Specifically, a leader
needs to be technically good at what he or she is doing to gain credibility. The leader also
needs skills like persuasion, diplomacy and affability as well as conceptual skills that
enable the leader to see the big picture (Katz, 1995). According to Katz (1995), it is
important for leaders to have all these skills. However, some skills are more important
than others depending on whether the leader is in a direct supervisory position, middle
management, or senior management position.
Style theory, according to Northouse (2015), focuses on the behavior of the
leader. It asserts that an appropriate style leads to success. Many studies have been
conducted, but the two best known leadership studies took place at the Ohio State
University and the University of Michigan in the late 1940s and 1950s (Northouse,
2015). The results of these studies showed that leadership consists of two main kinds of
5

behavior: task behavior and relationship behavior. While in task behavior, the leader
focuses on planning, organizing and coordinating the work, in relationship-based
behavior, the leader shows genuine concern for interpersonal relationships (Northouse,
2015). Style theory has contributed to the leadership development process by shifting the
focus of leadership studies from traits to behaviors, and by identifying the behaviors
related to task and relationship that help leaders learn more about themselves. Style
theory did not, however, establish a leadership style that was effective in every situation
(Northouse, 2015).
Situational theory, introduced by Hersey and Blanchard (1969), focuses on
leadership in different situations. The essence of this theory lies in the argument that
different situations require different kinds of leadership. In this respect, leadership can
take different dimensions: directive or supportive, depending on the situation. Namely,
leaders are supposed to adjust their leadership style depending on the situation and the
needs of followers (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969).
Recent Developments
The great man-, trait-, skill-, behavior-, and situational theory matter because they
have contributed to our understanding of what leadership is. Yet, none of them has
provided a satisfactory explanation of leadership and what makes an effective leader.
Several alternative theoretical frameworks for the study of leadership have emerged since
1970. Among the most popular are the following: leader-member exchange theory,
transformational theory, and servant leadership philosophy.
Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory was introduced in the 1970s and it
emphasizes the dyadic relationships between leaders and subordinates (Graen & Uhl6

Bien, 1995). The focus of LMX theory is to determine the type of leader-subordinate
relationships that promote effective outcomes. According to the principles of LMX
theory, leaders do not treat all subordinates in the same manner, but rather establish
relationships with some while remaining reserved from others. Those who establish
relationships enjoy trust and mutual respect and reciprocal influence, while those who do
not are excluded from important activities and decisions. The entire communication
between leader and follower is based on formal communication, which is in turn based on
job description (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Northouse, 2015). Since its beginning, the
concept of LMX theory has been revised. Its focus is on the quality of leader-member
exchanges and, though often criticized for inequalities, research has found that LMX
theory has had positive outcomes for leaders, followers, groups and the organization in
general (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). As next, transformational leadership will be briefly
summarized.
Transformational Leadership, emerging in the late 1970s and early 1980s, became
very popular and the focus of much research. Lowe and Gardner (2001) chronicled that
from 1990—2000, 34% of all articles in Leadership Quarterly were devoted to the
subject of transformational leadership. As its name suggests, transformational leadership
is a process that transforms people. Therefore, emotions, values, ethics, and standards are
involved in the process. Avolio and Bass (2002) report that transformational leaders tend
to be:
Idealized and inspiring: They act as role models, take calculated risks,
demonstrate high standards of ethical conduct; are admired, respected, and trusted
by their followers. Such leaders provide meaning and challenge…
7

Intellectually stimulating: They frame and reframe problems…stimulate followers
and peers to creative thinking and innovations.
Individually considerate: They show concern for the well-being of each person
they work with…they place a considerable amount of attention on developing
each person to his or her full potential (Avolio & Bass, 2002, vii).
Despite the strengths mentioned above and the popularity of transformational
leadership, the theory showed several weaknesses as well. One is related to how
transformational leadership is measured. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ) was typically used, but some researchers question its validity. Another criticism is
the assumption that transformational leadership treats leadership as a personality trait
rather than a behavior (Bryman, 1992; Tejeda, Scandura, & Pillai, 2001).
Servant leadership reflects a philosophy that leaders should be servants first and
suggests that, to be effective, leaders must place the needs of subordinates, customers,
and the community ahead of their own interests (Greenleaf, 1970). In support of this,
Kouzes and Posner (2006), acknowledge that only leaders-who-serve earn commitment.
Wheeler (2012) and Nichols (2011) criticize today’s leadership practices, stating that they
are not sustainable, particularly in terms of the involvement of people in the institution.
Nichols (2011), searching for that responsible person standing in the way of a better
education system, insinuates that the culprit probably is an intelligent and vital
educational leader who has failed to lead with a servant-leader attitude. Therefore,
Wheeler (2012) suggests, “to gain long – term commitments, have effective relationships,
and nurture a work environment in which people thrive, and to provide service to others,
servant leadership is a philosophy to consider” (p. 12). As important as Greenleaf’s
8

seminal works were to the servant-leadership movement and the growing popularity of
that leadership style, some scholars argue that his “observations concerning servant
leadership were based on extensive experience, not on research” (Thompson, 2002, p. 29).
This brief overview of leadership theory focuses on the characteristics of effective
leaders. The perspective of employee job-satisfaction will be explored next.
Job Satisfaction
The theory of job- or employee satisfaction and the assessment of that satisfaction
evolved throughout the 20th century. One of the most important theories is Maslow’s
Hierarchy of Needs – a motivational theory in which five categories of innate human
needs (physiological, safety, belongingness, esteem, and self-actualization) are identified
in a hierarchical array (1943, 1954). Maslow believed that people are motivated to
achieve certain needs and that some needs take precedence over others (McLeod, 2016).
Herzberg (1968), on the other hand, based his theory on the so-called two-factor theory,
also known as motivator-hygiene theory. According to Herzberg, motivation can be seen
as an inner force that drives individuals to attain personal and organizational goals, such
as achievement in work, recognition, promotion and hygiene factors. The latter include
aspects of the work environment such as pay, company policies, and supervisory policies.
Though Maslow’s and Herzberg’s seminal theories have been criticized (Hackman &
Oldham 1976; McLeod, 2016), they laid the groundwork for research in the field of job
satisfaction.
More recent theories on job satisfaction generally address emotional, cognitive
and situational components (Locke, 1976; Spector, 1997; Judge, Hulin & Dalal: 2003).
However, other individual factors that affect job satisfaction, without respect to any
9

particular theory, have also been identified. External factors such as compensation,
working conditions, supervision, and recognition are shown to be the strongest factors
correlating to job satisfaction (Tankha, 2011; Sirgy, 2012). According to Wagner and
Illies (2009), internal factors are those traits characteristic of certain individuals and,
according to some research, can be the main determinant of job satisfaction. One
external factor that has been found to correlate with job satisfaction is communication
with the organization. How communication with the organization is reflected on
teaching and teacher job satisfaction is discussed in the following section.
Teacher job satisfaction
Avolio et al. (2009) argued that employees who are not able to talk about their
job with their supervisor or peers have been found to experience high level of stress and
lower levels of job satisfaction. Clearly, a significant amount of educational literature on
the topic of teacher job satisfaction refers to the department chair’s leadership as an
important influencing factor (McKenzie, 2012; Jordan, 2015). Much has been written
about servant leadership and job satisfaction in religious and private sectors (Anderson,
2005; Herbert, 2003; Rimes, 2011; Thompson, 2002) as well as in public education (Eliff,
2014; English, 2011; Erickson, 2013; McKenzie, 2012,). However, little has been written
about department chairs of foreign language teachers who live by servant leadership
principles in a military setting and the related issue of job satisfaction of their teachers.
According to Rosser’s (2005) concept of teacher job satisfaction, “the degree to
which faculty members feel supported in the areas of professional development,
administrative support and technology continues to be a critically important aspect in the
quality of faculty members’ work life, potentially generating a positive or negative
10

response in their overall level of satisfaction”. Somech (2010) stated that teachers report
greater satisfaction when their leader is someone they see sharing information with their
counterparts, providing leadership opportunities, and communicating well with teachers.
Need for Change
According to Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky (2009), at a time of danger and
opportunity, we as individuals, organizations, communities, and countries must
constantly adapt to new realities just to survive. The need for change in the context of the
Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC), Commandant Col
Philip Deppert described in the following way:
…we have to understand that the environment that affects this country, around us,
outside our borders, continues to evolve and change every day. It gets more
complex and complicated, which leads to the fact that we as a nation have to be
the best partners we possibly can be, anywhere we go in the world and frankly,
understand the languages and cultures to the best level of expertise that we can.
This is a critical component of being the best partner as we work around the
world. So, as our environment around us continues to evolve and grow more
complex, we have to not only evolve with it, but if we can, anticipate changes,
evolve faster, and be better prepared than we ever have been before….” (P.
Deppert, personal interview given to DLIFLC Strategic Communication, August
2016).
The mission of the DLIFLC is to provide the highest quality culturally-based
foreign language education, training and evaluation to enhance the national security of
the United States; and, as an Associate of Arts Degree and certificate granting Institution,
11

DLIFLC is wholly committed to student service member success. Since 2013, there have
been major changes at DLIFLC. First, federal government funding was dramatically cut,
precipitating many staffing changes. Second, the proficiency requirements for students
learning a foreign language have been increased. Teachers at the DLIFLC are of
international origin representing many different cultures and need to be motivated to help
students achieve the new higher standards (Cutter, 2014).
Statement of the Research Problem
Supervisors and leaders play an important role and can greatly contribute to the
motivation levels and job satisfaction of their employees (Avolio et al., 2009; Jordan,
2015; McCarthy et al., 2012; McKenzie, 2012). However, results of the 2013 and 2014
Federal Employee Viewpoint Surveys (FEVS) detected a significant drop in overall
satisfaction levels of federal employees with respect to their jobs and leadership.
Additionally, results of the DLIFLC Accreditation reports and Employee Climate
Surveys from 2013 and 2015 detected that leadership, recognition, and the Faculty Pay
System (FPS) were the least favorably evaluated areas. Although leadership might be just
one ingredient in an organization’s success, leaders play an important role and are
responsible for change (Ackerman-Anderson & Anderson, 2010).
Selfless service – which implies putting the welfare of the nation, the Army, and
subordinates before one’s own – is one of the seven United States (U.S.) Army values. In
recent years, servant leadership – as a leadership model – has been promoted and highly
encouraged at the DLIFLC in an effort to support enhanced working conditions and
cultivate best practices in leadership. Supervisors’ standards, in specific department
chairs’ and deans’, were revised in 2014 and, according to the new standards, supervisors
12

are required to create a positive and collegial atmosphere based on servant leadership
principles. Numerous studies have shown that supervisors’ servant leadership practices
have a positive impact on their followers’ job satisfaction (Eliff, 2014; English, 2011;
Jordan, 2014; McKenzie, 2012; McManmon, 2016). At stake in the present study is the
need to know whether teachers who work for supervisors that practice servant leadership
have higher levels of job satisfaction.
Servant leadership is not just a leadership style, but rather a way of life and
thinking in which leaders see themselves as part of a team, balancing organizational goals
with their employees’ needs (Laub, 1999). Servant leadership might be a model that
enables teachers to have higher levels of job satisfaction and perform at their best. Such a
potential outcome, consequently, would lead to better success for the whole organization.
In this respect, the variable of the perception of servant-leadership practice should correlate
with the variable of employee job satisfaction.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this correlational study was to determine the relationship between
the level of servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign
language teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the
DLIFLC in Monterey, CA.
Hence, the study examined (1) the level of servant leadership of department
chairs as rated by their foreign-language teaching supervisees, (2) the level of foreign
language teachers’ job satisfaction as rated by those same teachers, and (3) whether a
correlation exists between the servant-leadership ratings of department chairs by foreign
language teachers and the level of job satisfaction of those same teachers.
13

Research Questions
The following research questions will be examined during this study:
1. How do foreign language teachers rate the servant-leadership style of their
department chairs, measured by the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) created
by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)?
2. How do foreign language teachers rate their own job satisfaction measured by the
Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by Lester (1987)?
3. What degree of correlation, if any, exists between the levels of department chairs’
servant-leadership style as assessed by foreign language teachers and the degree of
job satisfaction reported by those same teachers?
Significance of the Problem
Student outcomes, including attrition, low GPA, and student satisfaction, in
general, are constant issues of concern in post-secondary education throughout the
nation (Bugary, 2016). However, for a similar population of military students
attending a foreign language course at the DLIFLC, the stakes are even higher
since attrition is expensive for taxpayers who subsidize military education and
poor performance can affect national security (Bugary, 2016, p. iii).
There is a burning need in educational institutions to constantly change and
evolve to meet 21st century demands (P. Deppert, personal interview given to DLIFLC
Strategic Communication, August 2016; Panetta, 1999; U.S. Department of Education,
2010). According to A Blueprint for Reform (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2010), what is
needed for sustainable change is collaboration and the empowerment of teachers.
However, the 21st century is characterized by a crisis in leadership (Greenleaf, 2002;
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Goleman, 2010; Harrison, 2006; Hasel, 2013; Spears, 2002). With respect to DLIFLC,
numerous previously mentioned survey results released show that leadership is in need
of improvement to contribute to the health of the organization, higher job satisfaction,
and, potentially, national security. Only in an environment where teachers feel valued
and supported will they give their best and help students achieve the best possible results
(Sergiovanni, 2009).
Department chairs, as first-line supervisors, play a critical leadership role in
higher education today. In an environment marked by rapid change, a leader needs to be
able to use a set of highly sophisticated behaviors, skills and strategies to lead
successfully (Wheeler, 2012). Nelson and Low (2011) claim that effective leadership is
people-centric. In other words, when followers are prioritized, they feel entitled to a safe
workplace and one in which they can make an impact. Servant leadership has been shown
to be predictive of and to correlate with higher job satisfaction in organizational settings,
such as education, business, and religious institutions. This study proposes to test that
correlation in a military educational setting.
Definitions
Theoretical Definitions
Job satisfaction. An individual’s general attitude toward his or her job (Robbins,
2003).
Leadership. The process during which a person influences a group of individuals
in achieving a common goal (Northouse, 2015).
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Servant leadership. A concept whereby a leader stresses increased service to
others and encourages his/her followers’ personal, professional, and spiritual growth
before his/her own (Greenleaf, 1977).
Transformational leadership. A process in which a leader influences his/her
followers’ commitment to shared objectives and empowers said followers to accomplish
those objectives (Bass, 1985).
Operational Definitions
Department Chair. The academic department is the base unit and central building
block of American universities and colleges. While academic departments fragment and
divide the faculty of an institution of higher education, they also provide a useful structure
for the day-to-day activities that shape faculty members’ attitudes, behaviors, and
performances (Seagren, Creswell, & Wheeler, 1993). As the leader of the academic
department, the department chairperson presides over daily college affairs and acts as “a
buffer between faculty and administration, and they often function as mediators,
communicators, and facilitators” (Milhoan, 2008, p. 1). In addition, DLIFLC department
chairs, based on their standards, constantly monitor students’ progress, conduct
classroom observations, provide formative and summative feedback to the teachers and
evaluate them at the end of rating period (DA FORM 7221-1, Aug 1998).
Foreign language. Any language which is not the speaker’s mother tongue or
language of which he or she is not a native speaker (Davis, 2005).
Second language. Frequently the dominant language of the society, or a global
language of wider communication (Cummins, 2011).

16

Global education. A form of education that enables people to understand the
links between their own lives and those of people throughout the world (Hicks, 2009).
Delimitations
The present study is delimited to a convenience sample of foreign language
instructors who teach intensive, undergraduate, basic foreign language courses for 36-63
weeks, six hours a day, five days a week. These teachers are native speakers of the
language they teach at the DLIFLC and have completed a mandatory, intensive, facultytraining course related to working with military students. Furthermore, this study is
delimited to a focus on servant leadership as fostered at the DLIFLC.
Organization of the Study
Chapter I presents a broad background of the problem. This chapter contains the
statement of the problem, purpose statement, research questions, significance of the
study, definitions of terms, and the delimitations of the study.
Chapter II reviews the literature on 1) the need for foreign language speakers, 2)
the current status of foreign language instruction in the U.S., 3) foreign language
instruction in military schools, 4) recent major changes at the DLIFLC, 5) leadership
theories and approaches, 6) effective organizational leadership styles in times of change,
and 7) job satisfaction.
Chapter III discusses the research design and methodology of the study and
defines the population, sample, and data gathering procedures.
Chapter IV offers a report of the data and analysis of the findings of this
quantitative study.
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Chapter V provides the findings of the study, conclusions, implications for action,
recommendations for further research, and concluding remarks and reflections.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This study focuses on the correlation between servant leadership practices of
department chairs of foreign language teachers at the Defense Language Institute Foreign
Language Center (DLIFLC) and those same teachers’ job satisfaction. The purpose of
this study is to determine the correlation between the level of servant-leadership practices
of department chairs, as perceived by their foreign language teachers, and the level of
those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the military’s foreign language center,
DLIFLC in Monterey, CA.
The following chapter presents a review of the literature related to an overview of
DLIFLC, the Institute’s leadership, the status of foreign language instruction in public
schools, private schools, and universities as well as in government-supported institutions.
In addition, learning theories on adaptive, transformational, and servant leadership have
been researched to address effective leadership styles during times of major change.
Finally, job satisfaction, specifically teachers’ job satisfaction, has been addressed.
DLIFLC Overview
Beginning calendar year (CY) 2013, the U.S. military entered into a period of
budgetary cuts that had a negative effect on its capabilities in many areas (Walker, 2014).
One area affected was the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center
(DLIFLC), which is responsible for developing proficiency in foreign languages leading
to the success of military missions at home and abroad. The DLIFLC serves
approximately 3,500 students annually.
As government sequestration measures began and budget cuts were implemented,
many of DLIFLC's organizations conducting support activities, such as faculty
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development, curriculum development, and the student learning center were severely cut
(Cutter, 2014).
These cuts took place despite the fact that, after 9/11, U.S. federal departments
and agencies recognized the strategic importance of linguists in less commonly taught
languages (LCTL). These included various Arabic dialects, Persian Farsi, Korean,
Mandarin Chinese, and Russian, among others. Funding for these LCTL programs began,
for example, through the National Flagship Language Initiative (NFLI) under the
auspices of the National Security Education Program (NSEP) (Stein-Smith (2013).
These programs have been developed to encourage growth in the teaching of less
commonly taught languages critical to national security (http://www.ncolctl.org/). As a
case in point, Edward Snowden’s “black budget” leaks disclosed that foreign language
proficiency at US security and intelligence agencies had only 903 personnel fluent in
Chinese, and only 1,900 fluent in all Middle Eastern languages combined. “This fact is
amazing taking into consideration the geopolitical importance of these regions” said
Stein-Smith (2013) talking about U.S. Foreign Language Deficit. Given that U.S. foreign
policy – which since 1941 has been seen as international in scope – and the nature of
warfare have both changed notably since 9/11, the military has to provide the highest
quality foreign language instruction as well as leadership (Stein-Smith (2011).
Leadership at DLIFLC
According to Puryear (2009), due to the emerging nature of warfare after the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, U.S. military forces are now operating in smaller
numbers and therefore, more leadership at lower levels is needed. Jordan (2015) indicated
that the military has a leadership problem and that its leaders need to examine their
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leadership approaches. Command climate surveys depicted that, in the Army and Air
Force, soldiers and airmen were less confident in their leaders.
Leadership as an area in need of improvement is not only evident in combat
leadership, but also in the civilian employee sector of the United States Army Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). The 2013 and 2014 Federal Employee Viewpoint
Surveys (FEVS) detected a considerable drop in federal employee’s satisfaction with
their leadership and overall job satisfaction, which is cause for concern. Similarly,
DLIFLC results from the Employee Climate Surveys for 2013 and 2015 detected that
leadership, recognition, and the Faculty Pay System (FPS) were areas least favorably
evaluated.
In an effort to promote better working conditions, the former DLIFLC Provost,
Dr. Leaver, introduced the model of “servant leadership” with the intent of fostering best
practices in leadership. In the Academic Senate News Bulletin of June 2013, Dr. Leaver
solicited all leaders at the Institute to live by the principles of servant leadership, which
include (1) empowerment of faculty and middle managers to take responsibility for their
own programs and apply creativity to the learning process, (2) development of trust
between managers and teachers that assumes all personnel come to work each day with
good intentions, (3) frank but respectful feedback at all levels, and (4) a sense of
accomplishment and satisfaction derived from mission orientation (Leaver, 2013).
The body of literature on the role of servant leadership principles among leaders
in education and industry and its relation to teacher/worker satisfaction indicates that
servant leadership has proved to be a highly effective leadership style that increased job
satisfaction (Eliff, 2014; English, 2011; Jordan, 2014; McKenzie, 2012). However, extant
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studies in the domain of education have not addressed this phenomenon in non-traditional
settings, such as centers of language learning operated by the armed forces. As such, the
case of the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) falls outside
the purview of earlier studies and calls for further inquiry.
Even though DLIFLC is a military institute, the foreign language teachers are
civilians. They come from 93 countries all over the world bringing the language,
authentic culture, and passion to DLIFLC (adopted from Globe, 38(1), Summer 2016,
https://indd.adobe.com/view/70c1fbb5-83dd-4f2a-94ea-0cb4ebe1bec1?ref=idm).
Effective teachers are essential in every school countrywide. Key to supporting the
stability of the teaching force is having a cadre of educators who feel valued and
empowered to lead (U.S. Department of Education, 2015).
Need for Foreign Language Speakers
Global education is defined internationally as a form of education that enables
people to understand the links between their own lives and those of people throughout the
world (Hicks, 2009). Language skills, therefore, are vital to success in an interconnected
world and are fundamental to U.S. competitiveness and security (Panetta, 2010). SteinSmith (2015) further argues that studying a foreign language can lead to an increase in
global understanding as well as an improvement in career prospects in international
business and employment potential in the world’s economy in general.
Similarly, David Skorton and Glenn Altschuler (2012) who spent their adult lives
in higher education and wrote about it extensively, explain the need for foreign language
as follows:
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We should care – a lot – about our foreign language deficit. We need diplomats,
intelligence and foreign policy experts, politicians, military leaders, business
leaders, scientists, physicians, entrepreneurs, managers, technicians, historians,
artists, and writers who are proficient in languages other than English. And we
need them to read and speak less commonly taught languages (for which funding
has recently been cut by the federal government) that are essential to our strategic
and economic interests, such as Farsi, Bengali, Vietnamese, Burmese and
Indonesian. (Skorton & Altschuler, 2012).
Even though many Americans and other English speakers believe that, as Latin
once was, English is the global lingua franca, the website for English First's 2014
English Proficiency Index reveals that many important global economies do not
necessarily possess the level of English language skills that many Americans assume they
would (Musumeci, 2011). Based on the results of that index, for instance, Russia, China,
Brazil, and Mexico are rated "low proficiency" and Saudi Arabia is rated "very low
proficiency." On the other hand, some countries that are rated “high” or “moderate
proficiency,” for example, Germany, France and Japan, insist on conducting business in
their respective languages and not in English (Stein-Smith, 2015).
Current Status of Foreign Language Instruction in the United States
In her article Top Current Trends in Foreign Languages, Kathy Stein-Smith
(2015) laments that, “In an increasingly globalized world, Americans are among the least
likely to speak a foreign language, with foreign language skills found almost only among
recent immigrants and other heritage language speakers.” According to Stein-Smith
(2015), only one in four Americans can hold a conversation in any other language except
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English. Similarly, the former CIA director and Secretary of Defense, Leon Panetta,
addresses concerns about the weak foreign language competence of Americans compared
to citizens of other countries,
The United States may be the only nation in the world where it is possible to
complete secondary and postsecondary education without any foreign language
study whatsoever. The prevalent practice of offering and sometimes requiring one
or two years of foreign language study for high school or college graduation is
simply inadequate for giving students meaningful competence in foreign
languages. And yet, this nation is about to cross the threshold into a new century
in which globalization and internationalism will be the hallmarks of diplomatic,
military, economic and social policy (Panetta, 1999, p. 1).
In short, the United States has a weak language policy (Panetta, 1999; SteinSmith, 2015; Kass, 2017).
Foreign Language Instruction in Public Education
Based on the number of students reported to be enrolled in foreign language
courses in the 2007-2008 school year, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) and the Modern Language Association (MLA) determined that very
few American students study foreign languages. According to those reports, only 18.5%
of K-12 and only 8.6% of college and university students were enrolled in foreign
language courses. According to these reports, only 34 states tracked and reported their
language enrollments. Therefore, it was emphasized that all states track their enrollments
for standardized reporting across states. Even though most citizens in the U.S. agree that it
is of great importance for students to learn a second language, the number of traditionally24

taught foreign languages has decreased across the U.S. educational system in the last 20
years (Rhodes & Pufahl, 2014).
Rhodes and Pufahl (2014) further attest that Spanish, the most commonly taught
foreign language in the United States, has also experienced a minor decrease in the
number of schools that offer courses in it. One third of public schools reported that the
“No Child Left Behind” legislation had a negative effect on foreign language programs
since it focused funding on math and reading programs, while neglecting foreign
language instruction. Therefore, foreign language programs have decreased across the
nation at the K-12 level in public schools. Unlike public schools, private elementary
schools offer three times as many foreign language programs as their public counterparts
(Rhodes & Pufahl, 2014).
Most recently, during 2014-2015, the American Councils for International
Education (ACIE) and the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) collected secondary data
on foreign language enrollments constituting a general agreement of all U.S. foreign
language enrollments (National K-12 Foreign Language Enrollment Survey, 2017).
According to this report, there was a slight improvement showing approximately 20% of
K-12 students enrolled in foreign language courses in comparison to 2007-2008 where
there were only 18.5%. Therefore, in 2017 various groups of private and nonprofit
partners across education, business, and nonprofit foundation sectors plan to launch a
campaign called “Lead with Languages” in an effort to make language learning a national
priority. This project has an objective to raise awareness in the whole country about the
increasing importance of foreign language skills and cultural competence in multiple
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professions. The purpose is to remain successfully competitive in a global economy and
for the sake of national security and good international standing.
Foreign Language Instruction Outside Public Education
In contrast to public education, private elementary schools offer three times as
many foreign language programs as public schools (Ferguson and Huebner, 1991;
Rhodes & Pufahl, 2014). With regard to universities, there is little difference between
foreign language instruction in state and private universities except that private
universities have taken the lead and reintroduced language requirements for entrance and
graduation requirements. However, in February 2015, Ramona Barber, an independent
counselor of high school and college students in Des Moines, Iowa, highlighted a
college-admissions myth, according to which, top quality schools require an applicant to
take four years of foreign language study in order to be accepted. “A significant number
of highly select schools recommend four years of foreign language in high school, but
that is only a recommendation,” Barber (2015).
A similar situation has been recorded in California. In her article, “Learning a
New Language,” Kass (2017) emphasized American unwillingness to learn foreign
languages. In the same article, the author refers to Michale Heim, a Slavic languages and
literatures professor at UCLA who reported that not everyone in the world speaks
English, as some may assume. He further claimed that it is hard to understand a foreign
culture without knowing the language. In effect, this reality means that we ask all other
countries to meet American cultural demands instead of putting some effort into meeting
in the middle. The latter would further serve the American diplomatic cause and the need
to put more emphasis on language learning at UCLA (Kass, 2017).
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With regard to language requirements, most UCLA students must study one
foreign language for three-quarters of their academic career. However, students can avoid
this requirement if they already studied a language in high school or were able test out
through AP exams or foreign language placement tests (Kass, 2017).
Ferguson and Huebner (1991) endorse the position that foreign language
instruction in the United States involves the teaching of English to speakers of other
languages (TESOL). According to Ferguson and Huebner (1991), even though there is a
long history of teaching English to immigrants, the modern TESOL profession emerged
mainly from the experience of educators who were teaching foreign students attending
American universities. This field experience has proven to be a key component of
American research in second language acquisition (SLA).
Reagan (2002), along with Ferguson and Huebner (1991), tries to explain and
justify the challenge of foreign language education in the U.S. by seeking out the root
causes of the ongoing deficit of foreign language education situation in American society.
According to these scholars, foreign language education practices are relatively
unsuccessful in contemporary American society because of the social, political, cultural,
historical, and economic context in which foreign language education takes place.
In response to globalization and the events of 9/11, government, business, and
education sectors have all recognized that linguistic skills within the U.S. population
must increase. However, progress in critical languages instruction has been limited
and foreign language enrollment at the postsecondary level continues at
approximately half of what it was 50 years ago, overwhelmingly concentrated in
Spanish, and largely at elementary course levels. In addition, despite the
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recommendations of the Modern Language Association (MLA) report, the
undergraduate foreign language major at U.S. universities remains generally a
literature major (Stein-Smith, 2011). It is clear, argues Stein-Smith (2011), that foreign
language education is lacking in the United States at all levels despite presidential
commissions, politicians, business leaders and educators addressing their concerns over
the issue.
In contrast to the public educational system and its deficit in teaching foreign
languages, the federal government invests an enormous amount of money in language
instruction for government employees and members of the military (Panetta, 1999).
Foreign Language Instruction in Military Schools
The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC), situated at
the Presidio of Monterey in California, is the primary school in the nation for foreign
language instruction to the U.S. military. DLIFLC’s mission is “to provide culturally
based foreign language education, training, evaluation and sustainment to enhance the
security of the nation” (dliflc.edu/about/mission-vision/). According to the Institute’s
2015-2016 course catalog, DLIFLC provides resident instruction in 23 languages
(DLIFLC General Catalog, 2015-2016). As of 2017, the number of languages taught in
resident instruction has been reduced to 17, with the ability to teach 65 languages via
contract through the Washington, D.C. office. Intensive language study at the DLIFLC is
considered one of the most challenging training programs in the Department of Defense.
Instruction takes place five days a week, six to seven hours per day, with daily assigned
homework. The course length depends on the category of each target language, ranging
from 36 weeks for Category I (Spanish, French) to 63 weeks for Category IV languages
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(Arabic, Chinese, Korean and Japanese) (http://www.dliflc.edu/wpcontent/uploads/2015/05/DLIFLC-Catalog-2015-2016.pdf).
Students at DLIFLC currently number 3,500 and belong to all four branches of
the U.S. Armed Services (Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marines) as well as the U.S. Coast
Guard and individuals sponsored by the Department of Defense (DoD) and Department
of State (DoS). According to 2017-2018 DLIFLC catalog, there are more than 1,800
faculty who are not only proficient in their native language, but have knowledge and
skills as educators to help their students complete the intense course, within the time
frame allocated, with the best possible results (http://www.dliflc.edu).
The DLIFLC Undergraduate Education Directorate consists of three Middle
Eastern Schools, two Asian Schools, one European & Latin American School, a Persian
Farsi School and a Multi-Language School. All schools belong to the Undergraduate
Education Directorate (UGE). In addition, there is also the Testing Division and a
Directorate of Continuing Education (CE) with its own the resident, distance learning,
field support, and extension programs.
Since DLIFLC is the main DoD foreign language educational institution in the
country, it plays a vital role in the nation’s defense. According to the Institute’s 20152016 General Catalog, DLIFLC’s faculty and staff perform a critical mission providing
outstanding culturally based language education to military language professionals while
simultaneously supporting general purpose forces with pre-deployment materials in more
than 40 languages. (DLIFLC, 2015-2016).
Panetta (1999) praised DLIFLC for providing expertise in teaching languages less
commonly taught in American schools and colleges and for having reacted quickly to
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changes in international relations and adjusting to the needs and demands for language
proficiency as requested by DoD. The need and appeal in favor of learning foreign
languages, the former Defense Secretary Leon Pannetta expressed in the following way,
“We live in a global world. We have to understand that world if we … are going to be
able to not only defend this country, but to extend our relationships to others so that we
can work together to defend the world that we live in” (adopted from Globe Vol. 35, No.
2, Summer/Fall 2011, https://www.dliflc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Globe70th_finalemail-and-web.pdf).
Unlike at public colleges and universities, where if a student fails the course, they
have to repeat the course and pay again, DLIFLC teachers and their department chairs are
held very much accountable for the results of their students. Bugary (2016) stated “For
accredited military initial entry schools serving similar student populations, the stakes are
higher; attrition is expensive and impacts military readiness and national security” (p. iii)
DLIFLC’s teachers and their supervisors are in charge of producing linguists in the
allocated time frame. Based on their standards, DLIFLC’s department chairs are in
charge of writing weekly, bi-weekly, and monthly reports on the progress of each student,
which are sent to the higher administration levels. In accordance with their performance
standards, they conduct quarterly performance review with teachers and address any
issues related to teachers’ and students’ performance and, in addition, conduct at least
four mandatory class observations and provide teachers with formative and summative
feedback. Therefore, many crucial conversations are held between teachers and their
department chairs. According to Patterson, Grenny, McMillan, and Switzler (2002),
important conversations are discussions between people where stakes are high, opinions
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vary and emotions run strongly. In this respect, the department chairs as leaders play an
important role in not just what they say, but how they say things.
Recent Major Changes at the DLIFLC
During the 2013 fiscal year the faculty and staff at the DLIFLC experienced
changes unlike anything seen in recent history. As a Department of Defense (DoD)
military installation, DLIFLC experienced federal sequestration and the huge impact of
DoD budget cuts that precipitated the restructuring of the Institute. When interviewed by
the Institute’s Public Affairs Officer, the former Provost, Dr. Leaver, explained the
results of these unanticipated cuts. Certain divisions, or directorates, that used to provide
autonomous support to the various language schools (both the undergraduate education
and continuing education programs) ceased to exist or were reduced to quality assurance
functions. Those divisions included Curriculum Development (CD), Faculty
Development (FD), and the Student Learning Center (SLC). Many personnel from those
former divisions were relocated to various language schools (known as “schoolhouses”)
and the continuing education (CE) program. The bulk of the job responsibilities of the
former directorates were placed upon a few interim personnel embedded in the schools
since early 2014. They have been tasked to train foreign language teachers in the schools
and, as a result, took on many new responsibilities (those of CD, FD, and the SLC), along
with their regular teaching loads. Around the same time that DLIFLC was experiencing
significant cuts in budget and personnel, the Institute’s mission was redefined by an
initiative that has increased graduation performance levels, requiring students to achieve
higher levels of proficiency on their final exams (Defense Language Proficiency Test
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(DLPT) and Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI)) and expecting schools to achieve lower
student attrition rates at the same time (Cutter, 2014).
Higher proficiency standards, lower attrition rates, budget and personnel cuts, and
the re-structuring of the Institute have had a profound effect on all aspects of daily life
and operations at DLIFLC. They have created job uncertainty for personnel, loss of trust
and motivation, and contributed to job dissatisfaction (adopted from Academic Senate
survey results, 2013). The new initiative by the former Provost, called Leadership
Operation Review (LOR). indicated that leadership is one of several job factors that
needs improvement in order to increase multinational and multicultural teacher/worker
motivation and job satisfaction. While servant leadership was practiced unofficially prior
to 2014 by some supervisors at the DLIFLC, since then it has become an official
requirement for school deans and department chairs per their revised job standards.
Several sessions for chairs and deans about Individual Development Plans, Servant
Leadership, and Academic Governance in a Military-Education Environment were
offered in 2014 and 2015.
Leadership Theories and Approaches
As late as the beginning of the 20th century, most leadership practices were
authoritarian-style, with decision making based on the “Great Man” theory. According to
the great man theory of leadership, leaders are born, not made; therefore, they are
different from followers. In other words, some people are destined to take positions of
leadership because they possess certain characteristics that made them natural born leaders
(Bass & Bass, 2008). One of the main proponents of the “Great Man” theory was Thomas
Carlyle (1840) who supported the idea that the world’s history is a collection of
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biographies belonging to the great men. The standard way of thinking about the “Great
Man” theory was that great leaders would rise and lead when the need for them is great.
Thus, according to Carlyle, great leaders are heroes who accomplish great feats on behalf
of their followers.
Bass (1990) and Jago (1982) reported that, during this time, research focused on
determining the particular traits that undoubtedly differentiated leaders from the followers.
However, since society and norms changed, so did the whole concept related to the
definition and understanding of the entire study on leadership (Bass & Bass, 2008, Jordan,
2015).
Trait Approach
At the beginning of the 20th century, researchers and scholars attempted to
determine which traits certain people held that made them great leaders. In their research,
they examined social, political and military leaders to see if they could agree on the
characteristics and abilities these leaders possessed. This analysis led to the development
of trait theory, which slowly emerged from the “Great Man” theory (Bass, 1990;
Northouse, 2015).
This theory was challenged in the mid-20th century by researchers and scholars,
who questioned the universality of leadership traits. Still, understanding leadership traits
is very important since doing so can help determine a person’s potential for effective
leadership in a time of constant change. Therefore, the trait approach is still used to
recognize the qualities of good leaders (Baum & Locke, 2004; Bolin, 1997; Lowder,
2009; Northouse, 2015).
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Even though this approach is still used, it is difficult to select certain traits as
ultimate leadership traits. Northouse (2015) provides a list of five traits that a leader must
possess to establish a successful following and effectively deal with change: intelligence,
self-confidence, determination, integrity, and sociability. Intellectual ability is positively
related to leadership, and leaders tend to be more intelligent than non-leaders, which in
turn enables them to recognize changing environmental factors. Self-confidence and
determination are traits that help one to make significant organizational changes. A
leader should also possess a high level of integrity and be able to instill integrity and
values in others (Banutu-Gomez, 2004; Bennis, 1999). Lastly, sociability provides the
leader the ability to be sensitive to the needs of others, to show concern for their wellbeing, and thereby create and enhance shared meaning and generate true followership
(Lowder, 2009; Northouse, 2015).
On a positive and practical level, many organizations use personality assessments
to identify how individuals would fit within their organizations. Moreover, traits are often
used for personal awareness and development. However, the drawback of the trait
approach is that it does not consist of a definitive list of leadership traits, since many lists
have emerged, all of which are highly subjective. This drawback is exacerbated by the
fact that it does not take into account situational effects; i.e., leaders in one situation may
not be effective in another.
Skills Approach
Similar to the trait approach, the skills approach takes a leader-centered
perspective on leadership. However, unlike the trait approach, which takes into account
the personality characteristics of the leader and is generally viewed as inborn and
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permanent, the skills approach focuses on the knowledge and abilities a leader has or can
learn and the ability to develop a set of goals and objectives. Since many people can learn
and develop certain skills that allow them to become remarkable, leadership can become
accessible to anyone (Northouse, 2015). Just as personality plays an integral role in
leadership, so the skills approach demonstrates how knowledge and certain competencies
are needed for one to become an effective leader. As a result, researchers have studied
leadership skills for a number of years (Bass, 1990).
There are two influential modes that emerged during the study of leadership
skills. The first is a model suggested by Robert Katz in 1955; Michael Mumford and his
colleagues proposed a second in 2000. In an article published in the Harvard Business
Review in 1955, titled “Skills of an Effective Administrator,” Katz attempted to
transcend the trait problem by defining leadership as a set of developable skills. Katz
acknowledged three different skills that a leader should have: technical, human, and
conceptual. The importance of each skill set directly correlates with the level that the
person holds within the organization. In other words, the lower the position one holds in
the organization, the more technical skills and less conceptual skills were required. On
the other hand, a person higher in the organization must possess greater conceptual and
less technical skills. Human skills are, however, always required regardless of the level or
the position one occupies in the organization (Katz, 1955).
Beginning in the early 1990s, numerous studies have been published that showed
how a leader’s effectiveness depended on that person’s ability to solve complex
organizational problems. This research project, funded by the U.S. Army and Department
of Defense, has resulted in a comprehensive skill-based model of leadership that was
35

promoted by Mumford and his colleagues (Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, Jacobs, &
Fleishman, 2000; Yammarino, 2000).
Far more complex than Katz’s prototype, this comprehensive skill-based model
identified five components of an effective leader’s performance: competencies, individual
attributes, leadership outcomes, career experience, and environmental influences. The
main competences of the model are problem-solving skills, social judgment skills, and
knowledge which are directly affected by the leader’s individual attributes, i.e., the
person’s general cognitive ability, crystallized cognitive ability, motivation, and
personality. Additionally, the leader’s competences are also affected by career
experiences and the environment (Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, et al., 2000).
With all its strengths – e.g., it is a leader-centered model that stresses the
importance of the leader’s abilities and places learned skills at the center of effective
leadership performance for availability to followers – the skills model is weak in general
application because it is constructed using data from only military personnel (Northouse,
2015).
Behavioral Approach
In contrast to the trait and skills approaches discussed earlier, the behavioral
approach is not a polished theory based on an organized set of prescriptions for effective
leadership behavior. Instead of a set of prescriptions, the behavioral approach takes into
account the whole context for assessing leadership in a broad way, i.e., behavior with task
and relationship dimensions. In brief, the behavioral approach does not instruct leaders on
how to behave, but rather to understand that their actions toward others are founded on a
task level or a relationship level. In one situation, leaders may need to be more task
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oriented, while in another they may need to be more relationship oriented. As for the
followers, some prefer leaders who provide more direction, while others favor leaders
who provide plenty of care and support. Therefore, in the behavioral approach, leaders
are focusing on their own behavior by dividing it into two dimensions (Northouse, 2015).
Among numerous studies that investigated the behavioral approach, one
conducted at Ohio State University in the late 1940s is considered to be one of the first.
Referencing the findings of this study, Stogdill (1948) pointed out how important it is to
consider more than just a leader’s traits in the research. Around that same period, another
group of researchers at the University of Michigan conducted a series of studies that
focused on how leadership functioned in small groups. A third line of research was
conducted by Blake and Mouton in the early 1960s which explored how managers used
task and relationship behaviors in the organizational setting.
Situational Approach
The situational approach, as its name implies, has the focus on leadership in
specific situations. Hersey and Blanchard (1969) developed this theory based on
Reddin’s 3-D management style theory (1967). The main principle of this theory is that
different situations require different kinds of leadership. Therefore, in order to be a
successful leader, one needs to adjust his or her style to the situational context.
Considering the situation, the leader is encouraged to act in a directive or supportive
manner. In deciding how to do this, a leader needs to evaluate his or her followers and
determine how competent and committed the followers are in performing a given task.
Since the followers’ skills and motivation fluctuate over time, situational leaders adjust
the degree to which they are directive or supportive. The main principle of the situational
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approach requires that leaders adapt their style to the competence and commitment of the
followers. The more leaders are able to recognize the needs of followers and adapt their
own style to meet those needs, the more effective they are (Northouse, 2015).
Over time, the qualities considered crucial to effective leaders have changed and
advanced using these models. Strong relational skills are mutual to all current models
since they play a crucial role in becoming a successful leader. Common to all strong
relationships is mutual respect; leaders who show respect and are able to communicate
effectively are in turn respected by their followers. Additionally, leaders who are able to
control their emotions, especially in stressful situations, and who are optimistic, happy,
and act as a cooperative member of their group are especially appreciated. Employees see
such leaders as participative, self-aware, composed, and balanced (Avolio et al., 2009).
Previous theories of leadership failed to highlight the importance of these traits; however,
more recent theories have emphasized these characteristics.
Emotional Intelligence and Leadership
Mayer, Salovey & Caruso (2000) define emotional intelligence as the ability to
perceive and express emotions as well as manage emotions in oneself and in others. The
underlying idea of emotional intelligence is that people who are more able to manage
their own and others’ emotions will be more effective leaders.
Over the past two decades, emotional intelligence has been regarded as a leading
attribute within management circles. Managers and leaders have been afforded the
opportunity to describe and demonstrate how emotional intelligence assists them in
developing not only their own self-awareness, but also self-management skills (Bradberry
& Greavers, 2005). Thorndike (1920) was the first to discuss emotional intelligence;
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however, at that time, the term commonly used was “social intelligence”. Thorndike’s
theory suggested that social intelligence was the ability to identify with other people
(Williams, 2007). Therefore, emotional intelligence became a sensitive topic among
managerial personnel learning innovative ways to interact more successfully with one
another and their employees. Thorndike defined social intelligence as the “ability to
understand and manage people” (Thorndike & Stein, 1937, p. 276).
Emotional intelligence burst into the public consciousness with Goleman’s (1995)
book, Emotional Intelligence, and the provocative tagline – why it can matter more than
IQ. During the 1990’s, a survey of American employers revealed that more than 50
percent of their employees lacked the motivation to keep learning and improving in their
jobs. When asked what they were looking for in entry-level workers, employers said that
specific technical skills were less important than the ability to learn on the job (Goleman,
1998). Interestingly, American employers provided a list of what they considered was
more important than specific technical skills: listening and oral communication,
adaptability and creative responses to setbacks and obstacles, personal management,
confidence, motivation to work toward goals, a sense of wanting to develop one’s career
and take pride in accomplishments, group and interpersonal effectiveness, cooperation
and teamwork, skills at negotiating disagreements, effectiveness in the organization,
wanting to make a contribution, and leadership potential (Goleman, 1998, pp. 12-13).
Entry-level employee skills valued by the employers were all components of emotional
intelligence called emotional competencies. Cherniss and Goldman (2001) contend that
emotional competencies are learned and not innate and they can include a person’s
attitudes and beliefs as well as skills and abilities.
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When considering emotional intelligence in the workplace, Weisinger (1998)
stated that “the lack of emotional intelligence undermines both an individual’s and a
company’s growth and success, and conversely … the use of emotional intelligence leads
to productive outcomes at both the individual and the organizational levels” (p. xviii).
Feldman (1999) and Cherniss and Adler (2000) warned that organizational structures are
changing rapidly in all sectors: private, non-profit, and government due to the impact of
technology, globalization, and changing (flattening, de-centralizing) organizational
structures. Feldman (1999) stated, “the need for emotionally intelligent leadership in
organizations is greater today than ever” (p. 4).
Effective Organizational Leadership Styles During Times of Major Change
Change is happening everywhere; its speed and complexity are increasing and
how to lead it successfully has become a critical topic in many organizations. Unlike in
the past, where change was easier to manage, in the 21st century technology and other
marketplace drivers drastically altered the nature of change making it more open-ended,
radical, complex, personal and continuous (Ackerman-Anderson & Anderson, 2010).
Senge (1995) exposed that the traditional trinity of Western management which
consists of planning, organizing, and controlling is breaking down because the world in
which we live is changing. Senge (1995) further argued that the world often does not stay
put long enough for plans to be implemented and that tight control from the center does
not work like it used to in the past. Therefore, there is a need for new leadership. In other
words, while management involves goal setting, appraisals, and reprimands, leadership
depends on trust. By being a trustworthy leader one influences others to see, share, and
execute one’s vision. A successful leader is someone who can lead no matter what the
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language, situation, or level of complexity. As a leader, if one can navigate successfully
through times of change, one will earn the respect of one’s organization and prove
credentials to everyone.
In the sections that follow, several leadership styles and theories for these
changing times are briefly traced.
Adaptive Leadership
Adaptive leadership refers to assisting people through a process involving
constant change. Its focus, thus, is on adaptations that are required in response to an everchanging environment. Adaptive leadership theory is based mainly on the work of
Heifetz and his associates (Heifetz, 1994; Heifetz, Grashow, & Linsky, 2009). In this
leadership style, the leader is not the one who solves the problems for his or her
followers, but rather the leader plays the role of facilitator who helps people to adapt: to
face and deal with emerging issues, challenges and changes. In other words, an adaptive
leader practices leadership in tasking others to face difficult challenges, while at the same
time, providing them with the space or opportunity they need to adapt to new ways of
dealing with inevitable changes in conventions, perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors that they are likely to encounter in addressing real problems.
According to Heifetz (1994), in order to move through change, one needs to
identify and resolve a mix of technical and adaptive challenges. Technical challenges are
problems that can be fixed with available knowledge and abilities, while adaptive
challenges require learning and applying new competencies. Therefore, the practice of
adaptive leaders is to guide and pace people through uncomfortable situations and help
them adapt. In contrast to the trait approach, which focuses predominantly on the
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characteristics of the leader, adaptive leadership focuses on the activities of the leader
that relate to the work of followers in the contexts in which they find themselves (Heifetz,
1994). With the effective concept of influencing change across multiple levels, including
the self, organization, community, and society, most of the literature on adaptive
leadership has been prescriptive and based on anecdotal and observational data rather
than rigorous scientific inquiry (Northouse, 2015).
Transformational Leadership
This leadership style is described primarily in the writings of Burns (1978) and
Bass (1985). In addition, transformational leadership is examined by Bennis and Nanus
(1985), Kouzes and Posner (1987), and Bryman (1992), who stated that transformational
leadership is part of the “new leadership” paradigm that shows interest in charismatic and
affective elements of leadership.
The transformational approach has been a very popular focus of research since the
early 1980s. In a meta-analysis of articles published in Leadership Quarterly, Lowe and
Gardner (2001) found that one third of the research was about transformational or
charismatic leadership. In the same way, Antonakis (2012) reports that the number of
papers and citations in the field has grown considerably in various fields, not only in
traditional areas like management and social psychology. Bass and Riggio (2006) theorize
that the popularity of transformational leadership might be due to its emphasis on intrinsic
motivation and follower development. This focus addresses the needs of today’s work
groups that want to be inspired and empowered to succeed in times of constant change and
uncertainty.
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As its name implies, transformational leadership is a process that changes people.
During the process of transformation, emotions, values, ethics, standards, and long-term
goals are the focus. This leadership approach includes assessing followers’ motives,
satisfying their needs, and treating them as full human beings. Transformational leadership
involves an exceptional form of influence that moves followers to accomplish more than
what is usually expected of them (Northouse, 2015). Bass and Avolio (1990) point out that
transformational leadership can be taught to people at all levels within an organization and
can have a positive impact on a company’s performance.
Servant Leadership
Robert Greenleaf, the founder of the term servant leadership, published his 1970
essay called, The Servant as Leader in which he describes the concept of servant
leadership in the following way:
The servant-leader is servant first … It begins with the natural feeling that one
wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead.
That person is sharply different from one who is leader first, perhaps because of
the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material possessions …
The leader-first and the servant-first are two extreme types. Between them there
are shadings and blends that are part of the infinite variety of human nature. The
difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to make sure that
other people’s highest priority needs are being served. The best test, and difficult
to administer, is: Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being served,
become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to
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become servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society? Will
they benefit or at least not be further deprived? (p. 4).
The idea of The Servant as Leader, explained Greenleaf (1970), came out of
reading Herman Hesse’s Journey to the East, which is the story of a party of “seekers” in
search of enlightenment in the form of a particular secret spiritual order. Although at first
fun and enlightening, the Journey runs into a crisis in a deep mountain gorge when Leo,
apparently a simple servant who carried out the party seekers’ menial chores, disappears.
Throughout the journey, the party was sustained by Leo’s spirit and when Leo
disappears, the party gets completely lost and abandons its search. The narrator
continues, but suffers great emotional and physical stress. Finally, the narrator admits that
it was his servant Leo who held him and his party together. Many years later the narrator
finds Leo again and it turns out that Leo is the head of the spiritual community that the
narrator was seeking.
During the talk at the Annual Conference of the Robert K. Greenleaf Center in
October 1992, Peter Senge (1995) addressed servant leadership with the following:
I believe that [Bob Greenleaf's] essay, ‘The Servant as Leader’ is the most
singular and useful statement on leadership that I have read in the last 20 years.
Despite a virtual tidal wave of books on leadership during the last few years, there
is something different about Bob Greenleaf's essay, something both simpler and
more profound. This one essay penetrates to such a depth that it resonates in us,
like the after tones of a Buddhist meditation gong, calling us to quiet. Rereading
the essay, I found myself stopped, repeatedly, by a single sentence or phrase. For
many years, I simply told people not to waste their time reading all the other
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managerial leadership books. ‘If you are really serious about the deeper territory
of true leadership,’ I would say, ‘read Greenleaf’ (pp. 217-218).
Stephen Covey (1977), in the forward to Greenleaf’s Servant Leadership: A
Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Powers & Greatness disclosed the essential quality
that differentiates servant-leaders from others and that is the fact that servant leaders live
by their conscience – the inward moral sense of what is right and what is wrong. This
conscience is a universal phenomenon and is not dependent on religion, culture,
geography, nationality, or race and yet when it comes to the basic underlying principles
or values, all major religions are aligned. Covey further explains that “this quality can be
seen as the difference between leadership that works and leadership that endures” (p 4).
Therefore, according to Covey, servant leadership will continue to increase in relevance
due to the fact that the global economy insists on quality at low cost – we have to produce
more in less time and much faster than ever before. The only way to do that in a sustained
way is through empowerment of people. However, to gain empowerment is only possible
through highly-trusted cultures and philosophies that enable leaders to turn into servants
and coaches, and structures and organizations into nurturing institutionalized servant
processes.
Harvey & Drolet (2005) similarly argue that “Structures and organizations are
made great by their people infrastructure. Capable, creative, positive, thoughtful people
are the fundamental building blocks of strong, surviving organizations. This people
infrastructure enables structures and organizations to survive tough and turbulent times”
(Harvey & Drolet, 2005, p. 1).
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Van Dierendonck (2011) explored the definition and theoretical framework of
servant-leadership and depicted that, despite its introduction four decades ago and
empirical studies that started more than 10 years ago (Laub, 1999), there was still no
consensus about it, which resulted in many interpretations of servant leadership.
Spears (2002) identified 10 characteristics of a servant leader:
1. Listening. Leaders have traditionally been valued for their communication and
decision-making skills. These are also important skills for the servant-leader,
but they need to be reinforced by a deep commitment to listening intently to
others. The servant-leader seeks to identify the will of the group and helps
clarify that will. He or she seeks to listen receptively to what is being said
(and not said). Listening also encompasses getting in touch with one’s own
inner voice. Listening, coupled with periods of reflection, is essential to the
growth and well-being of the servant-leader.
2. Empathy: The servant-leader strives to understand and empathize with others.
People need to be accepted and recognized for their special and unique spirits.
One assumes the good intentions of co-workers and colleagues and does not
reject them as people, even when refusing to accept certain behaviors or
performance. The most successful servant-leaders are those who have become
skilled empathetic listeners.
3. Healing. Learning to heal is a powerful force for transformation and
integration. One of the great strengths of servant-leadership is the potential for
healing oneself and others…
4. Awareness. General awareness, and especially self-awareness, strengthens the
servant-leader... Awareness also aids one in understanding issues that involve
ethics and values. It lends itself to being able to view most situations from a
more integrated, holistic position. As Greenleaf observed: “Awareness is not a
giver of solace—it is just the opposite. It is a disturber and an awakener. Able
leaders are usually sharply awake and reasonably disturbed. They are not
seekers after solace. They have their own inner serenity.”
5. Persuasion. Another characteristic of servant-leaders is reliance on persuasion,
rather than on one’s positional authority, in making decisions within an
organization. The servant-leader seeks to convince others, rather than coerce
compliance. This element offers one of the clearest distinctions between the
traditional authoritarian model and that of servant-leadership. The servantleader is effective at building consensus within groups. This emphasis on
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persuasion over coercion probably has its roots within the beliefs of the
Religious Society of Friends (Quakers), the denomination with which Robert
Greenleaf himself most closely identified.
6. Conceptualization. Servant-leaders seek to nurture their abilities to dream
great dreams.” The ability to look at a problem (or an organization) from a
conceptualizing perspective means that one must think beyond day-to-day
realities. For many managers, this is a characteristic that requires discipline
and practice. . ..
7. Foresight. Closely related to conceptualization, the ability to foresee the likely
outcome of a situation is hard to define, but easier to identify. . .. Foresight is a
characteristic that enables the servant-leader to understand the lessons from the
past, the realities of the present, and the likely consequence of a decision for
the future. . ..
8. Stewardship... Servant-leadership, like stewardship, assumes first and foremost
a commitment to serving the needs of others. It also emphasizes the use of
openness and persuasion rather than control.
9. Commitment to the growth of people. Servant-leaders believe that people have
an intrinsic value beyond their tangible contributions as workers. As such, the
servant-leader is deeply committed to the growth of each and every individual
within his or her organization. . ..
10. Building community. The servant-leader senses that much has been lost in
recent human history as a result of the shift in which larger institutions, rather
than local communities have become the primary shaper of human lives. This
awareness causes the servant-leader to seek to identify some means for
building community among those who work within a given institution (pp. 58).
According to Dierendonck (2011), numerous authors have presented variations on
these 10 characteristics. Laub (1999), for instance, developed six clusters of servant
leadership that he used for his instrument to measure servant leadership. Those clusters
assume that a servant leader:
1. Values people by believing in people, by putting others first and by listening.
2. Develops people by providing learning and growth, by modeling and by
encouraging.
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3. Builds community by enhancing relationships, by working collaboratively, and
by valuing the differences of others.
4. Displays authenticity by being open to being known, by being a learner, and by
maintaining integrity.
5. Provides leadership by envisioning the future, by taking initiative, by clarifying
goals.
6. Shares leadership by sharing power, by sharing status.
Braye (2002), in addition, debated that the concept of servant-leadership had three
main components and then divided the above-mentioned characteristics into the
following: self (awareness, foresight, conceptualization), relationships (listening,
empathy, healing, persuasion, commitment to growth of others, building community),
and tasks/resources (stewardship).
Sipe and Frick (2009), moreover, endorsed seven pillars of servant leadership in
the following way, “A Servant Leader is a person of character who puts people first. He
or she is a skilled communicator, a compassionate collaborator who has foresight, is a
systems thinker, and leads with moral authority” (p. 4). Figure 1 provides Van
Dierendonck’s view of servant leadership.
Servant leadership overlaps with other types of leadership (e.g., charismatic/
transformational, ethical, authentic, and spiritual leadership) by exhibiting the following
behaviors: role modeling, inspirational communication, and altruism (Brown & Trevino,
2006); however, servant leadership is distinct in many important ways. First, servant
leadership includes a moral component, a concept lacking from popular leadership
theories, such as transformational leadership (Bass, 1985). Second, although ethical and
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authentic leadership contain moral dimensions (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Walumbwa,
Hartnell, & Oke, 2010), servant leadership is uniquely concerned with the success of all
stakeholders (Walumbwa et al., 2010). Third, servant leaders act in the best interest of
their followers; they do not use manipulation, coercion, or self-interest to move
organizations forward. Transformational leadership, on the other hand, focuses on
inspiring and engaging followers as the means to attain mission-focused ends through
connecting the goals to valued aspects of the followers’ self-concept (Walumbwa et al.,
2010).

Figure 1. Van Dierendonck’s Conceptual Model of Servant Leadership

As important as Greenleaf’s seminal works were to the servant-leadership
movement, it is important to note that his “observations concerning servant leadership
were based on extensive experience, not on research” (Thompson, 2002, p. 29). Bass
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(2000) recognized the value of servant leadership in the “future leadership of learning
organizations” (p. 33), and he also encouraged the development of substantial empirical
research in the field to provide increased validity in applying the theory. Thus, servant
leadership theory provides a whole new understanding of leadership, by defining the heart
of leadership as a focus on the well-being of followers (Patterson, 2003). One reason for
the scarcity of research on servant leadership is that the very notion of servant as leader
sounds like an oxymoron. It implies that it may be difficult to think and act both as leader
and servant at the same time – a leader who serves and a servant who leads (Sendjaya &
Sarros, 2002).
Leadership and Management
There are many similarities between leadership and management. For instance,
both leadership and management imply influence, working with people, and being
concerned with effective goal accomplishment (Northouse, 2015). However, as addressed
by Northouse (2015), leadership and management also differ in many aspects. While
leadership emerged, and has been a topic of study since Aristotle’s time, management
developed with the beginning of western industrialized society. According to Fayol
(1916), the primary functions of management were related to planning, organizing,
staffing and controlling. In other words, management was established to bring some order
and help organizations be run more efficiently and successfully.
In this respect, numerous scholars assert that leadership and management are
different constructs (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Kotter, 1990; Rost, 1991; Zaleznik, 1977).
Kotter (1990), in particular, compared the functions of management and leadership
suggesting that:
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1. Management produces order and consistency, which includes planning and
budgeting, organizing and staffing, controlling and problem solving.
2. Leadership produces change and movement, which translates into establishing
direction, aligning people, motivating and inspiring.
Similarly, Rost (1991) claimed that while leadership is involved in the process of
developing mutual purpose, management is concerned with coordinating activities in
order to get a job done. Simonet and Tett (2012) conducted a study in which they sought
to see how the best leadership and management were conceptualized. They employed 43
experts who looked for overlap and differences between management and leadership in
63 different competences. While they found 22 competences descriptive of both, such as
productivity, goal setting, professionalism, and customer focus, they also found some
unique descriptors for each. Specifically, they found that leadership was characterized by
strategic planning, intrinsic motivation, creative thinking, and the ability to read people,
while management was oriented toward rule orientation, extrinsic motivation, short-term
planning, timeliness and orderliness.
Although leadership and management might be different in many aspects, it is
important to recognize that both play an important role in organizational growth and
prosperity. To illustrate, if an organization has strong management and no leadership, the
outcome can be oppressive and highly bureaucratic. On the other hand, if an organization
has strong leadership and weak management, the outcome might be lacking in meaning
or misdirected change for the sake of change (Kotter, 1990).
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Job Satisfaction
According to Robbins (2003), “Job satisfaction can be defined as an individual’s
general attitude toward his or her job” (p. 78). It represents an attitude rather than a
behavior. It appears that “job satisfaction comes down to conceptions of fair outcomes,
treatment, and procedures” (Robbins, 2003, p. 83). The job characteristics model
developed by Hackman and Oldham (1980) is based on three psychological states found
to be critical in determining one’s work motivation and job satisfaction:
Meaningfulness – the extent to which a person feels his or her work is meaningful,
Responsibility – defined by the extent to which a person believes he or she is
personally accountable for the outcomes of efforts, and
Knowledge of Results – which is defined as the extent to which a person is able to
determine, on a regular basis, whether or not performance is satisfactory and efforts lead
to outcomes (Hackman et al., as cited in Sergiovanni, 2009, p. 330).
Three job satisfaction theorists, who specified the need to be fulfilled if workers
are to be satisfied with their jobs, laid the groundwork for research in this field. Their
theories include the following:
Maslow’s (1943, 1968) need theory identifies five categories of innate human
needs (physiological, safety, belongingness, esteem, and self-actualization) that are
identified in a hierarchical array. If all needs are not satisfied and the person is dominated
by physiological needs, the remaining needs may become simply non-existent or pushed
into the background.
Herzberg’s (1968) motivation-hygiene (or two-factor) theory identifies
motivators/satisfiers (achievement, recognition, and responsibility) that cause job
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satisfaction when present and hygiene/maintenance factors (e.g., company policy and
administration, supervision, and coworkers) that cause dissatisfaction when not present.
Herzberg (1968) claimed that job satisfaction was the outcome of two types of factors:
intrinsic and extrinsic. Prior to the work of Herzberg et al. (1959), it was thought that
increasing salary, supervision, or company policy would increase an employee’s job
satisfaction. However, the absence of motivators did not lead to job dissatisfaction, simply
not job satisfaction. For example, if an employee did not receive recognition for
achievements, this did not lead to job dissatisfaction; however, the employee was unlikely
to be motivated either (Smerek & Peterson, 2007).
Alderfer’s (1969, 1972) theory identifies three types of needs – existence (e.g.,
food, clothing, shelter, and safety), relatedness (e.g., sharing feelings and
communication), and growth (e.g., self-development and creative/ productive work) –
which are found in an approximate hierarchical order (Wang, 2005, p. 34).
Several recent studies defined job satisfaction as a positive or negative evaluative
judgment one makes about a job or job situation. An employee’s affective reaction
toward his or her job plays an important role in work motivation, behavior, and retention
(Boswell, Shipp, Payne, & Culbertson, 2009).
Teacher Job Satisfaction
As stated in Chapter 1, Rosser’s (2005) concept of teacher job satisfaction, “the
degree to which faculty members feel supported in the areas of professional development,
administrative support and technology continues to be a critically important aspect in the
quality of faculty members’ work life, potentially generating a positive or negative
response in their overall level of satisfaction.” This assertion suggests that a supervisor’s
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decision about classroom organization, curriculum development and implementation,
selection of materials, and teaching itself has implications for building motivation and
commitment in teachers (Sergiovanni, 2009).
Lester (1982) defined the nine final factors of teacher job satisfaction as follows:
Supervision – The task-oriented behavior and person-oriented behavior of the
immediate supervisor;
Colleagues – The work group and social interactions among fellow teachers;
Working conditions – The working environment and aspects of the physical
environment;
Pay – Annual income;
Responsibility –The opportunity to be accountable for one’s own work and the
opportunity to take part in policy or decision-making activities;
Work itself – Job of teaching or the tasks related to the job. The freedom to create
innovative material and to utilize one’s skill and abilities in designing one’s work. The
freedom to experiment and to influence or control what goes on in the job;
Advancement – The opportunity for promotion;
Security – The school’s policy regarding tenure, seniority, layoffs, pension,
retirement, and dismissal; and
Recognition – Some acts of notice, blame, praise, or criticism (p. 11).
Herzberg’s two-factor job satisfaction theory provides a sophisticated set of
guidelines for educators. According to this theory, if hygienic needs are not met by the
supervisor, poor work hygiene will occur. This relation corresponds to teachers feeling
dissatisfied with their job and performing poorly (Sergiovanni, 2009).
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Today most researchers associate teacher job satisfaction with extrinsic and
intrinsic motivators. Extrinsic motivators relate to rewards provided by the organization,
such as salary and benefits, promotion, status, a safe environment, and job security. On the
other hand, intrinsic motivators relate to teacher satisfaction found through individual
performance, such as the opportunity to contribute, involvement in challenging work, and
the autonomy to pursue a variety of job tasks (Taylor & Tashakkori, 1995). Subsequently,
intrinsic motivators – including strong leadership and administrative support – seem to
play a key role in teacher motivation and satisfaction (Cerit, 2009).
In conclusion, teachers should be satisfied with their job if they (1) have a good
relationship with their supervisor and senior leadership, (2) are offered the highest
possible salaries, and (3) are involved in the decision-making process at their school.
Summary
The goal of this study is to examine the correlation between the level of servantleadership practices of department chairs perceived by the foreign language teachers they
supervise and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the DLIFLC.
Chapter II provided a review of the literature starting with the need for foreign language
instruction, status of teaching foreign languages at public and private institutions and
teaching foreign languages in military schools. This was followed by leadership theories
and approaches, effective leadership during times of major change and job satisfaction
with a focus on teachers’ job satisfaction.
In educational organizations, the main objective is student learning and a positive
outcome. According to research, capable and well-prepared teachers play a crucial role in
students’ success. The literature proposed that, among other job satisfaction factors,
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supportive leadership has a positive impact on teachers’ job satisfaction. This study is
expected to compliment the research on servant leadership in general and specifically in
the area of servant leadership in correlation to teachers’ job satisfaction. Numerous
scholars have suggested that further research on servant leadership in correlation with
employee job satisfaction be conducted using both quantitative and qualitative methods.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Overview
This chapter is a review of the methodology to conduct this study, which
examined whether a correlation exists between the servant-leadership ratings of
department chairs by foreign language teachers and the level of job satisfaction of those
same teachers. The chapter presents the purpose of this study, research questions, the type
of research methodology applied, the population, the sampling procedures and
description of the sample, the instrumentation, data collection, data analysis,
assumptions, limitations of the study, and the ethical procedures engaged in to safeguard
the protection of human subjects.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this correlation study was to determine the relationship between
the level of servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign
language teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) in Monterey, CA.
Research Questions
The following research questions were examined during this study:
1. How do foreign language teachers rate the servant-leadership style of their
department chairs measured by the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) created
by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)?
2. How do foreign language teachers rate their own job satisfaction measured by the
Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by Lester (1987)?
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3. What degree of correlation, if any, exists between the levels of department chairs’
servant-leadership style as assessed by foreign language teachers and the degree of
job satisfaction reported by those same teachers?
Research Design
The study employed a quantitative method based on survey data being used to
determine (1) the level of servant-leadership of department chairs perceived by their
teachers, (2) the level of job satisfaction of the same teachers, and (3) any correlation that
exists between the level of department chairs’ servant-leadership as assessed by foreign
language teachers and the degree of job satisfaction reported by those same teachers.
According to Creswell (2009), quantitative research is “a type of educational
research in which the researcher decides what to study, asks specific questions, collects
numeric data from participants, analyzes these numbers using statistics, and conducts the
inquiry in an unbiased, objective manner” (p. 39). Further, the correlation designs are
procedures in quantitative research in which researchers measure the degree of
association between two or more variables (sets of scores) using the statistical procedure
of correlation analysis. Creswell states, “Correlational research does not ‘prove’ a
relationship, but rather indicates an association between two variables” (p. 338). Hence, a
quantitative, correlational method was suitable for this study because the factors of
servant leadership and job satisfaction were measurable, and correlational analysis of the
quantitative data could effectively answer the primary research questions.
This was a correlation study with two variables of interest: the teachers’ perceived
level of servant-leadership practiced by department chairs and the level of those same
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teachers’ job satisfaction, whereby servant leadership was the independent variable and
overall job satisfaction was the dependent variable.
Two existing instruments were used for data collection: a) the SLQ created by
Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) to measure how foreign language teachers perceive the
servant-leadership of their department chairs, and b) the TJSQ created by Lester (1982)
to measure how foreign language teachers rate their own job satisfaction. Along with
these two questionnaires, a set of demographic data related to participants’ academic
degree, tenure status, number of years teaching at the DLIFLC, and length of time
working under the current department chair were collected.
Data analysis was based on a correlation design to measure the degree of
relationship (or association) between two variables: perceived servant-leadership of
department chairs and perceived teacher job satisfaction. The Pearson Correlation
Coefficient (r), that generates a result between -1 to 1, measured the strength and
direction of the relationship, i.e., whether the correlation was positive or negative, or
there was no correlation at all (r = 0). Although the strength of the relationship was
indicated by the correlation coefficient, it was actually measured by the coefficient of
determination (r2). The relationship was also assessed for its statistical significance
expressed in probability level (p), which is a function of both the strength of the
correlation and the sample size. The smaller the p-level, the more significant the
relationship; in general, the correlation is significant at p ≤ .05.
Population
Creswell (2003) defines a population as “a group of individuals who comprise the
same characteristics” (p. 644). Further, Gay and Airasian (2000) define a population as
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“the group of interest to the researcher, the group to which he or she would like the
results of the study to be generalized” (p. 122). The decision of the research unit depends
on the desired outcome of the study. As described by Patton (2002), “The key issue in
selecting and making decisions about the appropriate unit of analysis is to decide what it
is you want to be able to say about something at the end of the study” (p. 229).
The population included foreign language teachers from military-based
educational institutions in which foreign languages are taught, such as West Point
Academy, the Air Force Academy, the Naval Academy, and the DLIFLC. This
population differs from foreign language teachers in colleges and universities because of
the need to complete mandatory trainings for working with military students and sustain
professional development required by the Department of Defense and other governmental
agencies.
Logistical constraints made sampling from the aforementioned group of military
and civilian institutions not feasible due to the fact that the researcher did not have all the
resources needed to access them. Therefore, the narrowing of the theoretical population
down to a target population – one that is accessible for research – came into play.
Target population
The target population for this study included the foreign language teachers from
undergraduate basic language programs currently taught at the DLIFLC. This population
has the following characteristics:
•

They are native and near-native speakers of the language they teach

•

They teach intensive undergraduate basic foreign language courses from 36 to
63 weeks long, seven hours a day, five days a week
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•

They are required to complete pre-service teacher education – Instructor
Certification Course (ICC) – for new teachers in accordance with the
institutional mission and goals

•

They are required to complete annual mandatory trainings related to working
with military students.

According to the Registrar’s Office at DLIFLC, as of February 1, 2018, there
were 1168 classroom teachers within undergraduate basic language-training programs.
However, only those language programs that have 30 or more classroom teachers, such as
Arabic, Chinese, French, Korean, Pashto, Persian-Farsi, Russian, and Spanish, were taken
into consideration, as outlined in Table 1. The population size of 932 classroom teachers
served as a source for sampling.
Table 1
Population Break Down
_____________________________________________________________
Language

No. of Teachers

Percentage
of Target Population
_____________________________________________________________
Arabic

297

31.9

Chinese

172

18.5

French

30

3.2

Korean

116

12.4

Pashto

60

6.4

120

12.9

Russian

95

10.2

Spanish

42

4.5

932

100.00

Persian-Farsi

Total

_____________________________________________________________
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Sample
Creswell (2009) defines a sample as “a subgroup of the target population that the
researcher plans to study for generalizing about the target population” (p. 103). A list of
the members of the identified accessible population were used as the sampling frame
from which a sample were drawn. Figure 2 presents the conceptual model of the
population from which a sample was drawn.

Figure 2. Conceptual Model of Population and Sampling

The first step was to determine the overall sample size for this study, which
involved determining the anticipated size of the correlation as well as the tolerance for
Type I error (incorrect rejection of a true null hypothesis, also known as a “false positive”
finding) and Type II error (incorrectly retaining a false null hypothesis, also known as a
“false negative”). Tolerances are typically set at alpha = .05 for Type I error and beta =
.20 for Type II error (Kaiser, 1960). The larger the anticipated correlation, the smaller the
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sample can be. According to Schönbrodt & Perugini (2013), the sample size should
approach 250 for stable estimates.
Of the 932 teachers who received the invitation, 165 turned in responses, resulting
in a 18% response rate. Using the G*Power sample size software with a significance level
of .05 (a 95% confidence level) and a power of 80%, the sample size of 165 generates the
effect size r = .220. Although this value of effect size indicated a weak correlation, the
sample size of 165 was sufficient to detect the effect size and test the null hypothesis for a
statistically significant relationship expressed in the probability level (p).
Sample correlations converge with the population value as the sample size
increases, but the estimates are often inaccurate in small samples. The necessary sample
size to achieve stable estimates for correlations depends on the effect size, the width of
the corridor of stability (i.e., a corridor around the true value where deviations are
tolerated), and the requested confidence that the trajectory does not leave this corridor.
Instrumentation
The study used two instruments to collect the data: (1) the Servant Leadership
Questionnaire (SLQ) created by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) and (2) the Teacher Job
Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by Lester (1987). These two instruments have
been authored and used in several studies (Anderson, 2009; Bugenhagen, 2006;
Steinbeck, 2009), some dissertations (Brown, 2009; English, 2011), and other
professional work related to educational needs.
Servant Leadership Questionnaire
Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) developed the SLQ by operationally defining
Greenleaf’s (1970) and Spears’s (1998) major characteristics of servant leadership:
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calling, listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualizations, foresight,
stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and community building. To ascertain
the face validity of items and identify poorly written or vague items, Barbuto and Wheeler
(2006) assembled a panel of 11 expert judges: six leadership faculty members in three
universities and five advanced leadership doctoral students from one university. To
develop potential survey items, Barbuto and Wheeler (2006), following the process used
by Hinkin & Schriesheim (1989) and Revelle & Rocklin (1979), generated potential scale
items based on the aforementioned operational characteristics. This resulted in five to
seven sample items for each characteristic, creating a 56-item questionnaire. A final panel
of five judges (all faculty) reviewed the revised 56 items and correctly categorized all
items greater than 80% (four out of five judges) of the time, indicating face validity of the
56 subscale items (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).
Of the original 56 items submitted for analysis, Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)
retained 23 items as valid questions measuring five factors of servant leadership:
1. Altruistic calling – A leader’s deep-rooted desire to make a positive difference
in others’ lives--i.e., a generosity of spirit consistent with a philanthropic purpose in
life. Because the ultimate goal is to serve, leaders high in altruistic calling will put
others’ interests ahead of their own and will diligently work to meet followers’ needs.
2. Emotional healing – A leader’s commitment to and skill in fostering spiritual
recovery from hardship or trauma. Leaders using emotional healing are highly
empathetic and great listeners, making them adept at facilitating the healing process.
Leaders create environments that are safe for employees to voice personal and
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professional issues. Followers who experience personal traumas will turn to leaders
high in emotional healing.
3. Wisdom – A combination of awareness of surroundings and anticipation of
consequences, similarly described by classic philosophers. When these two
characteristics are combined, leaders are adept at picking up cues from the environment
and understanding their implications. Leaders high in wisdom are characteristically
observant and anticipatory across most functions and settings. Wisdom is the ideal of
perfect and practical, combining the height of knowledge and utility.
4. Persuasive mapping – The extent to which leaders use sound reasoning and
mental frameworks. Leaders high in persuasive mapping are skilled at mapping issues
and conceptualizing greater possibilities and are compelling when articulating these
opportunities. They encourage others to visualize the organization’s future and are
persuasive, offering compelling reasons to get others to do things.
5. Organizational stewardship – The extent to which leaders prepare an
organization to make a positive contribution to society through community development,
programs, and outreach. Organizational stewardship involves an ethic or value for taking
responsibility for the wellbeing of the community and making sure the strategies and
decisions undertaken reflect a commitment to give back and leave things better than they
were found. They also work to develop a community spirit in the workplace, one that is
preparing to leave a positive legacy.
These factors encompassed seven of the servant-leadership characteristics: (a)
calling, (b) healing, (c) awareness, (d) persuasion, (e) conceptualization, (f) foresight,
and (g) stewardship.
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Data from 80 leaders and 388 raters were used to test internal consistency,
confirm factor structure, and assess convergent, divergent, and predictive validity of the
instrument. Face validity was achieved by a prior categorization with an 80%
acceptance criterion. The internal reliability of the self-version was .68 to .87, and the
rater version was .82 to .92 (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). When developed, these five
dimensions achieved reliability estimates as follows: altruistic calling α = .93,
emotional healing α = .91, wisdom α = .93, persuasive mapping α = .90, and
organizational stewardship α = .89. When these dimensions were assessed for
reliability, they all had the same reliability α = .91 (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).
In general, a score of more than .70 is considered acceptable, although some
authors suggest higher values, .90-.95, should be the norm (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).
Hence, the outlined alpha levels of the sub-scales of this instrument are quite acceptable
for internal consistency reliability.
According to Hayden (2011), this instrument indicates strong factor structures and
good performance in all validity criteria and, therefore, offers value for future research. It
was purely quantitative except for establishing initial face validity of the items to be
examined. Both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were included. Convergent
and divergent validity were tested using leadership and leader-member exchange theories.
Results produced five servant leadership factors with significant relations to leadership,
leader-member exchange, extra effort, satisfaction, and organizational effectiveness. Last,
the instrument was developed using only employed adults (p. 40). For these reasons, the
Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) SLQ was the best measure for this study’s aim, population,
and environment.
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Some SLQ statements were slightly changed for the purpose of this study. The
original statements, starting with “This person,” were changed to “My department
chair.” These changes were made to reduce confusion throughout the survey. The final
version of the SLQ contained 23 items using a 4-point Likert scale: 1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 = strongly agree (Appendix
A).
Permission to use the SLQ instrument in this study was granted by Dr. Barbuto
(Appendix B).
Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire
The TJSQ is a 66-item questionnaire that measures teacher job satisfaction as
the extent to which teachers perceive and value various factors (job characteristics) of the work
environment. For the development of this instrument, the theories of Maslow (1943,
1968) and Herzberg (1968) were explored as sources of job satisfaction. These
theories provide a system of classification containing specific concepts that
correspond to the factors logically found in an educational setting (Lester, 1987). Nine
factors are identified and defined in Table 2.
An instrument was developed using randomly selected elementary, junior
high, and senior high school teachers in New York City, Nassau, Suffolk, and
Westchester Counties. Factor analysis was undertaken as an exploratory technique to
help discover underlying factors and as a psychometric procedure for the development
and refinement of the instrument (Lester, 1987).
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Table 2
Definition of Nine Factors of TJSQ
____________________________________________________________________
Factor
Definition
____________________________________________________________________
Supervision

The task-oriented and person-oriented behavior of
the immediate supervisor.

Colleagues

The work group and social interaction among fellow
teachers.

Working
Conditions

The working environment and aspects of the physical
environment.

Pay

Annual salary.

Responsibility

The opportunity to be accountable for one’s own work
and the opportunity to take part in policy or decisionmaking activities.

Work Itself

The job of teaching or the risk related to the job.
The freedom to institute innovative materials and to utilize
one’s skills and abilities in designing one’s work.
The freedom to experiment and to influence or control
what goes on in the job.

Advancement

The opportunity for promotion.

Security

The organization’s policies regarding tenure, seniority,
layoffs, pension, retirement, and dismissal.

Recognition

Some act of notice, blame, praise, or criticism.

____________________________________________________________________
(Adopted from Lester, P. E. (1987). TJSQ Manual)

The TJSQ has 66 items: 14 items on supervision, 10 on colleagues, seven on
working conditions, seven on pay, eight on responsibility, nine on work itself, five on
advancement, three on security, and three on recognition. After selection of the
questionnaire format and content, the items were edited into a form specifically
designed for teachers in an educational setting. Language that was appropriate to
teachers in an educational setting was used. Vaguely defined words, words with double
meanings, emotionally loaded words, double negatives, and unclear words were
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eliminated resulting in clear, concise, and direct statements. Approximately 50% of the
items were written in the affirmative and 50% in the negative to avoid response set bias
(Lester, 1987).
Respondents indicate the degree of agreement or disagreement with a specific
statement using a 5-point Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither
disagree nor agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
The TJSQ has acceptable levels of reliability and validity. Concerning reliability,
the alpha coefficient (Cronbach coefficient) for the entire scale is .93. Coefficients of
internal consistency are .92 (supervision), .82 (colleagues and work itself), .83 (working
conditions), .80 (pay), .73 (responsibility), .81 (advancement), .71 (security), and .74
(recognition) (Lester, 1987). It has already been stated that a score of more than .70 is
considered acceptable, so the outlined alpha levels of sub-scales of this instrument are
quite acceptable for internal consistency reliability.
Content validation of the TJSQ was performed through a panel of judges reducing
the original number of items from 120 to 66. Statements with less than 80% agreement
were either rewritten or rejected. The data were cross-validated using a split-sample
technique. Construct validity was obtained through factor analysis, which discovers the
variables that fit together and the relations among them (Lester, 1987).
As department chairs at the DLIFLC have no significant impact on the pay
scale and job security of their subordinates, these two factors were removed from the
original version of the TJSQ. Removing these two factors did not change the
acceptable levels of reliability and validity of the instrument. In addition, some TJSQ
statements were slightly changed for the purpose of this study. The original statement
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starting with “My immediate supervisor” was changed to “My department chair.”
These changes were made to reduce confusion throughout the survey. The final version
of the TJSQ contained 55 items using a 5-point Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 =
disagree, 3 = neutral (neither disagree or agree), 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly
agree (Appendix A).
The instrument was purchased for $200.00 and the permission to use the TJSQ
instrument for this study was granted by Dr. Lester (Appendix B).
Data Collection
To minimize participant confusion regarding the need to complete two separate
surveys (Bugenhagen, 2009), the SLQ and the TJSQ instruments were embedded in one
web-based survey. According to Adams & Cox (2008), the advantage of web-based
surveys is the savings in time and money. The participants were also asked to provide the
following demographic data: academic degree, tenure status, number of years teaching,
and length of time working under the current department chair.
The survey was administrated online using a SNAP WebHost survey, hosted,
licensed, and controlled by the DIFLC. This software is fully compliant with Army IA
regulations.
After approval by the DLIFLC Scientific Review Board, followed by the U.S.
Army Research Institute’s approval of the SNAP survey, the DLIFLC Commandant
granted a letter of support and approval to conduct the research at the DLIFLC (Appendix
H). The data collection occurred during the period February 12 – March 5, 2018. The
invitation letter for participation (Appendix C) was sent via email message to the entire
accessible population on February 12, 2018 and the link to the online survey was
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included in the message. In order to track the completion of the online survey, the
number of assigned participants was cross-referenced with the number of responses
collected in SNAP WebHost. As the actual number of responses was less than the desired
sample size, the first reminder email was sent on February 19, 2018 (a week after the
initial invitation) to the invited participants who had yet to complete the survey.
Participants were tracked by their DLI email address (@dliflc.edu). The second reminder
email was sent out on February 26, 2018. In addition, the researcher had a meeting with
deans of the eight DLI undergraduate language schools informing them about the
research study and requesting their support for survey participation by their teaching
staff.
Survey
The SNAP survey consisted of five sections: the informed consent (Appendix D),
the Brandman University research participant’s bill of rights (Appendix E), the electronic
consent, the survey (containing the 23 SQL statements and the 55 TJSQ statements), and
the demographic section. The online survey design allowed participants to give or decline
their consent for participating before they began the survey. If the participants agreed
with the consent letter, they were able to continue the survey. If participants declined, the
survey was automatically terminated.
Field Test
Prior to data collection, the online survey was field-tested. The purpose of this
field-test was to ensure that the instructions were clear and the instrument was not
excessively time-consuming, considering the number of items (23 + 55). The field-test
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was carried out with a group of nine non-classroom teachers who work in the Faculty
Development Support division at DLIFLC.
The field testers were not the part of the actual study and their participation was
strictly voluntary. They were contacted directly, as they work in the same division as the
researcher, and instructions were provided to them verbally through a short meeting. Nine
field testers filled out the survey.
Main points from the field test were:
•

It took 10-13 min average to fill out the survey.

•

The survey was user friendly, easy to operate.

•

The field testers expressed concerns regarding some statements from the SQL
that they were unable to answer; e.g., “My department chair does everything
he/she can to serve me.”

•

Collecting demographic data, especially about a primary language taught, can
be a sticky point for participants wanting or not wanting to fill it out because
of a perceived lack of anonymity.

After the field test, the researcher had a discussion with the field testers in which
the latter emphasized that information about a primary language taught directly correlates
to a particular school and then to department chairs, which could compromise the study
participants’ anonymity and affect their employment status. As a result, the researcher
decided not to do an analysis by language/schools as originally intended.
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Data Analysis
The study used descriptive and inferential statistical tests to answer the research questions.
Data from the survey were exported from SNAP WebHost and imported into the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
The analysis of item frequency, reliability, and item mean score and standard
deviation were used to answer Research Question 1, determining the average level of
servant leadership in a department chair perceived by their subordinates. The same
procedure was also used to answer Research Question 2, determining the average level of
teacher perceptions of job satisfaction.
To capture the comprehensive topics from the SLQ and the TJSQ, the 23 SLQ
statements were grouped into five classifications (altruistic calling, emotional healing,
wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship) and the 55 TJSQ
statements were grouped into seven different classifications (supervision, colleagues,
working conditions, responsibility, the work itself, advancement, and recognition). A
group is a set of statements that structures multiple yet distinctly related aspects of a
dimension or domain of behavior, attitudes, or feelings into a single indicator or score
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). The specific statements that were included in each group of
these two instruments are outlined in Table 3.
The reliability analysis of the statements that went into each group, using reversecoded items as appropriate, tested the strength of the internal consistency between them
and how closely they were related as a group. Once the internal consistency across the
statements for each group was defined as acceptable (.7 or greater), a correlation analysis
of the group was conducted (English, 2011).
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Table 3
Group Classifications

_______________________________________________________________________
Servant Leadership
Servant Leadership Statements
Factors
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Altruistic calling

My department chair puts my best interests ahead of his/her own.
My department chair does everything he/she can to serve me.
My department chair sacrifices his/her own interests to meet my needs.
My department chair goes above and beyond the call of duty to meet my needs.

Emotional healing

My department chair is someone I would turn to if I had a personal trauma.
My department chair is good at helping me with my emotional issues.
My department chair is talented at helping me to heal emotionally.
My department chair is one that could help me mend my hard feelings

Wisdom

My department chair seems alert to what’s happening.
My department chair is good at anticipating the consequences of decisions.
My department chair has great awareness of what is going on.
My department chair seems in touch with what’s happening.
My department chair seems to know what is going to happen.

Persuasive
mapping

My department chair offers compelling reasons to get me to do things.
My department chair encourages me to dream “big dreams” about the organization.
My department chair is very persuasive.
My department chair is good at convincing me to do things.
My department chair is gifted when it comes to persuading me.

Organizational
Stewardship

My department chair believes that the organization needs to play a moral role in society.
My department chair believes that our organization needs to function as a community.
My department chair sees the organization for its potential to contribute to society.
My department chair encourages me to have a community spirit in the workplace.
My department chair is preparing the organization to make a positive difference
in the future.

______________________________________________________________________
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction Statements
Factors
____________________________________________________________________________________
Supervision

I receive recognition from my department chair.
My department chair offers suggestions to improve my teaching.
My department chair gives me assistance when I need help.
My department chair does not back me up.
My department chair treats everyone equitably.
My department chair provides assistance for improving instruction.
My department chair is not willing to listen to suggestions.
I receive too many meaningless instructions from my department chair.
My department chair makes available the material I need to do my best.
My department chair makes me feel uncomfortable.
When I teach a good lesson, my department chair notices.
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My department chair explains what is expected of me.
My department chair praises good teaching.
Colleagues

I get along well with my colleagues.
I like the people I work with.
My colleagues stimulate me to do better work.
My colleagues are highly critical of one another.
My colleagues provide me with suggestions or feedback about my teaching.
I do not get cooperation from the people I work with.
I dislike the people with whom I work.
My interests are similar to those of my colleagues.
I have made lasting friendships among my colleagues.
My colleagues seem reasonable to me.

Working conditions

Working conditions in my school can be improved.
The administration in my school does not clearly define its policies.
Working conditions in my school are comfortable.
Working conditions at my school could not be worse.
The administration in my school communicates its policies well.
Physical surroundings in my school are unpleasant.
Working conditions at my school are good.

Responsibility

Teaching provides me the opportunity to help my students learn.
My students respect me as a teacher.
I am responsible for planning my daily lessons.
I do have responsibility for my teaching.
I am not responsible for my actions.
I try to be aware of the policies at my school.
I am not interested in the policies of my school.
I get along well with my students.

The work itself

Teaching provides an opportunity to use a variety of skills.
The work of a teacher consists of routine activities.
I do not have the freedom to make my own decisions.
Teaching is very interesting work.
Teaching discourages originality.
Teaching does not provide me the chance to develop new methods.
Teaching encourages me to be creative.
I am indifferent towards teaching.
The work of a teacher is very pleasant.

Advancement

Teaching provides me with an opportunity to advance professionally.
I am not getting ahead in my present teaching position.
Teaching provides limited opportunities for advancement.
Teaching provides an opportunity for promotion.
Teaching provides a good opportunity for advancement.

Recognition

No one tells me I am a good teacher.
I receive full recognition for my successful teaching.
I receive little recognition.

_______________________________________________________________________
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The bivariate correlations, using a two-tailed Pearson test of correlation
coefficients, were run to answer Research Question 3 measuring the degree of
relationship (or association) between two variables utilizing the perceived servant
leadership of department chairs as the independent variable and perceived teacher job
satisfaction as the dependent variable. As aggregated data cannot be correlated,
individual data were needed. For each participant, there were two scores – individual
responses on both of the instruments. Then, those raw data were collapsed/combined to
generate the variables that are identified in the research questions. It is important to
emphasize that when a set of individual responses is combined into a scale score, the
internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha needs to be reported from
the actual study data. Statistical significance was defined as having a value of less than .05
at the 95% confidence level.
The Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r), which generates a result between -1 to 1,
measures the strength and direction of the relationship, i.e. whether the correlation is
positive or negative, or there is no correlation at all (r=0). According to Salkind’s rule,
correlations that show a value of .80 or higher are classified as a very strong relationship,
values of .60 to less than .80 are classified as having a strong relationship, values of .40 to
less than .60 are classified as a moderate relationship, values .20 to less than .40 are
classified as a weak relationship, and values less than .20 are classified as nonexistent or
no relationship (2000, p.88). The relationship was also assessed for its statistical
significance expressed in probability level p, which is a function of both strength of the
correlation and the sample size; in general, the correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
for a two-tailed correlation.
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Limitations
The limitations of the study include those inherent in the survey process and use
of questionnaires. One inherent limitation of a correlation design, such as the one used in
this study, is that, “correlations obtained in a relationship study cannot establish cause
and effect relationships between variables that are correlated” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003,
p. 420).
Further, it was assumed that the participants accurately completed the survey
and that their answers reflected their true beliefs about the department chair’s servant
leadership style and their job satisfaction. It was also assumed that the participants
were honest in their responses and not influenced by feelings that they should not rate
their supervisor’s leadership accurately or job satisfaction truthfully because of loyalty
or fear of possible repercussions (English, 2011). In addition, a caveat to be
acknowledged was that participants might have interpreted the survey questions
differently from the way the researcher intended the questions, and also, they might
have presented bias due to the ethical, cultural, and organizational desirability of
supporting this research. Last, demographic data was not collected about participants’
characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, and age.
Ethical Considerations
All appropriate considerations and precautions were taken during this study with
respect to research involving human subjects. Before data collection began, the
researcher obtained approval to conduct the study from the Institutional Review Board at
Brandman University and the DLIFLC Institutional Review Board, as well as from the
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DLIFLC Commandant (Appendix F). Participants’ rights and confidentiality were fully
protected throughout the duration of the study.
The survey was conducted anonymously to avoid negative consequences for the
participants that could affect their employment status. A letter of consent was provided to
all participants. All submitted surveys during the data collection period were stored in the
response file located on the DLIFLC security server. At the end of the study, research
data were removed from the server and stored on fully protected media to which only the
researcher has access.
Summary
The goal of this study was to examine the correlation between the level of servantleadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language teachers and
the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the DLIFLC. This chapter detailed
the purpose statement and research questions, described the population and sample,
analyzed the research instruments, explained the procedures for data collection and
analysis, delimitations and limitations, and ethical considerations. The validated SLQ
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006) assessed the level of servant leadership of department chairs as
perceived by their teachers and the validated TJSQ (Lester, 1987) assessed the level of the
same teachers’ job satisfaction.
The data obtained from this research study are applicable to the DLIFLC and
perhaps other foreign language educational organizations or organizations that have
multinational staff.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
Leadership, being greatly esteemed and, at the same time, very complex, has often
presented a great challenge to scholars and practitioners who have tried to understand the
nature of it (Northouse, 2015).
Selfless service is one of the seven United States (U.S.) Army values. In recent
years, servant leadership, as a leadership model, has been promoted and highly
encouraged at the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) in an
effort to support enhanced working conditions and cultivate best practices in leadership.
Supervisors’ standards, in particular those for department chairs and deans, were revised
in 2014 and, according to the new standards, supervisors are required to create a positive
and collegial atmosphere based on servant leadership principles. At stake in the present
study was the need to know whether teachers who work for department chairs practicing
servant leadership have higher levels of job satisfaction.
Overview
This chapter provides (1) a brief review of the study’s purpose, research
questions, population and sample, design, and data collection procedure, (2) an
examination of the demographic data obtained from the survey, and (3) an in-depth
analysis of collected data to answer the research questions. It concludes with a brief
summary.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this correlation study was to determine the relationship between
the level of servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign

79

language teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) in Monterey, CA.
Research Questions
The following research questions were examined during this study:
1. How do foreign language teachers rate the servant-leadership style of their
department chairs measured by the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) created
by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)?
2. How do foreign language teachers rate their own job satisfaction measured by the
Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by Lester (1987)?
3. What degree of correlation, if any, exists between the levels of department chairs’
servant-leadership style as assessed by foreign language teachers and the degree of
job satisfaction reported by those same teachers?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
The study was a correlation study employing a quantitative method based on
survey data being used to determine (1) the level of servant-leadership of department
chairs at the DLIFLC as perceived by their teachers, (2) the level of job satisfaction of the
same teachers, and (3) any correlation existing between the level of department chairs’
servant-leadership as assessed by foreign language teachers and the degree of job
satisfaction reported by those same teachers. It utilized descriptive and inferential
statistics to compare and correlate two variables of interest: the teachers’ perceived level
of servant-leadership practiced by department chairs and the level of those same teachers’
job satisfaction, whereby servant leadership was the independent variable and overall job
satisfaction was the dependent variable.
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Participants responded to 78 questions – 23 questions from the SLQ and 55
questions from the TJSQ. To refine the scope of department chairs’ influence, the
participants were also asked to provide the following: academic degree, tenure status,
number of years teaching, and length of time working under the current department
chair.
To minimize participants’ confusion regarding the need to complete two
separate surveys (Bugenhagen, 2009), the SLQ and the TJSQ were embedded in one
survey that was administrated online using a SNAP WebHost survey, hosted, licensed,
and controlled by the DIFLC. This software is fully compliant with Army IA
regulations. Data from the survey were exported from SNAP WebHost and imported
into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Data analysis was based on (1) the analysis of item frequency, reliability, and
item mean score and standard deviation to answer Research Question 1 and 2, and (2) the
bivariate correlation design, using a two-tailed Pearson test, to measure the degree of
relationship (or association) between two variables – perceived servant-leadership of
department chairs and perceived teacher job satisfaction to answer Research Question 3.
Bivariate correlations, using a two-tailed Pearson test of correlation coefficients,
were run to test the relationship between the factors of perceived levels of servant
leadership and reported levels of teachers’ job satisfaction to determine the strength of the
relationship between these two variables. Statistical significance was defined as having a
value of less than .05, i.e. the 95% confidence level. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient
(r), that generates a result between -1 to 1, measured the strength and direction of the
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relationship, i.e. whether the correlation was positive or negative, or there was no
correlation at all (r=0).
Population
The population included foreign language teachers from military-based
educational institutions in which foreign languages are taught, such as the West Point
Academy, Air Force Academy, and Naval Academy, as well as DLIFLC. This militarybased teaching population differs from those of civilian colleges and universities because
of the need to a) complete mandatory trainings for working with military students, and b)
sustain professional development required by the Department of Defense and other
governmental agencies.
Logistical constraints made sampling from the aforementioned group of
institutions not feasible due to the fact that the researcher did not have all resources
needed to access them. Therefore, the target population for this study included foreign
language teachers – who are native or near-native speakers of the languages they teach –
from undergraduate basic language programs currently taught at the DLIFLC.
According to the Registrar’s Office at DLIFLC, as of February 1, 2018, there
were 1168 classroom teachers within the undergraduate basic language training program.
However, only those language programs that have 30 and more classroom teachers, such
as Arabic, Chinese, French, Korean, Pashto, Persian-Farsi, Russian, and Spanish were
taken into consideration. The population size of 932 classroom teachers served as a
source for sampling.
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Sample
Of the 932 teachers who received the invitation, 165 turned in responses, resulting
in an 18% response rate. Using the G*Power sample size software with a significance
level of .05 (a 95% confidence level) and a power of 80%, the sample size of 165 enables
detection of an effect size r=.220. Although this value of effect size indicated a weak
correlation, the sample size of 165 was sufficient to detect the effect size and test the null
hypothesis for a statistically significant relationship expressed in probability level (p) that
is a function of both strength of the correlation and the sample size.
The chi-square goodness-of-fit test was conducted to see if the sample pattern of
languages fits the population pattern of languages. The term used to describe the pattern
is “expected frequency” and those expected frequencies were derived by multiplying the
sample size (165) by the population percentages. Subtracting the expected frequency
from the sample frequency gave a value called the residual, which represents the extent to
which the sample frequencies differ from the expected frequencies. The chi-square
statistic was based on the residuals, i.e. the residuals are squared, then divided by the
expected frequencies, and then summed.
The chi-square test showed that the two patterns differed (χ2=23.64, p=.001). The
null hypothesis stated that there was no difference between the population pattern and the
sample pattern. The p value of .001 indicates that the null hypothesis should be rejected.
As the two patterns are different, this was not the case. Some language groups were overrepresented (French, Russian, and Spanish) and some under-represented (Chinese,
Korean, and Persian-Farsi) as outlined in Table 4. The researcher decided to use the
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sample as collected, noting the differences with the population, and report the results
based on those data without adjustment.
Table 4
Sampling Break Down
________________________________________________________________________
Language

Population Population
Sample Sample
Expected Residual
F
%
F
%
F
________________________________________________________________________
Arabic
297
31.9
51
30.9
52.6
-1.6
Chinese

172

18.5

16

9.7

30.5

-14.5

French

30

3.2

10

6.1

5.3

4.7

Korean

116

12.4

17

10.3

20.5

-3.5

Pashto

60

6.4

13

7.9

10.6

2.4

PersianFarsi

120

12.9

18

10.9

21.2

-3.2

Russian

95

10.2

26

15.8

16.8

9.2

Spanish

42

4.5

14

8.5

7.4

6.6

Total

932

165

________________________________________________________________________

Demographic Data
The collected data from 165 participants enabled the description of demographic
comparisons by a) academic degree, b) tenure status, c) number of years teaching at the
DLIFLC, and d) number of years working under the current department chair. Tables 5
through 8 reflect the results for the five demographic questions in the survey.
Percentage of Responses by Academic Degree
Table 5 presents the distribution of participants by their highest academic degree.
As the table illustrates, the largest group of participants obtained a master’s degree
(66.7%). The other two groups obtained bachelor’s (12.7%) and doctoral degrees (20.6%)
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respectively. The group of participants who obtained master’s or doctoral degrees makes
up 87.3% of the total number.
Table 5
Distribution by Academic Degree
Status

Frequency

Bachelor's
Master's
Doctoral
Total

21
110
34
165

Percent
12.7
66.7
20.6
100.0

Percentage of Responses by Tenure Status
Table 6 presents the distribution of participants by their tenure status. As the table
illustrates, the group of not tenured participants (65.5%) is almost twice the size of the
group of tenured participants (34.5%).
Table 6
Distribution by Tenure
Status

Frequency

Not tenured
Tenured
Total

108
57
165

Percent
65.5
34.5
100.0

Percentage of Responses by Number of Years Teaching at the DLIFLC
Table 7 presents the distribution of participants by their number of years teaching
at the DLIFLC. As the table illustrates, the largest group of participants has over 10 years
of teaching (54.5%), and the smallest group has 4-6 years of teaching (7.9%). The other
groups have 7-10 years (18.8%), 1-3 years (10.3%), and less than 12 months (8.5%) of
teaching respectively.
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Table 7
Distribution by Number of Years of Teaching
Length of Time

Frequency

Less than 12
months
1-3 years
4-6 years
7-10 years
over 10 years
Total

Percent

14

8.5

17
13
31
90
165

10.3
7.9
18.8
54.5
100.0

Percentage of Responses by Number of Years under the Current Department Chair
Table 8 presents the distribution of participants by their number of years under the
current department chair. As the table illustrates, the largest group of participants has
worked one-three years (45.5%), and the smallest group has worked zero-three months
(8.5%) under the current department chair. The other groups have worked over three
years (18.2%), seven-12 months (11.5%), and four-six months (16.4%) under the current
department chair respectively.
Table 8
Distribution by Number of Years under the Current Department Chair
Length of
Time
0-3 months
4-6 months
7-12 months
1-3 years
over 3 years
Total

Frequency
14
27
19
75
30
165

Percent
8.5
16.4
11.5
45.5
18.2
100.0
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Presentation and Analysis of Data
The following section begins with a discussion on the type of statistics used to
analyze the data collected from the survey to answer the three research questions. The
data are then analyzed and presented in relation to each research question. Table 9
provides an overview of the statistical tests used in answering each research question.
Table 9
Statistical Testing Used to Answer Each Research Question
______________________________________________________________________________
Research question
Statistical test used
______________________________________________________________________________
1. How do foreign language teachers rate the
servant-leadership style of their department chairs
measured by the Servant Leadership
Questionnaire (SLQ) created by Barbuto and
Wheeler (2006)?





Item Frequencies
Reliability Analysis
Mean Score & Standard Deviation

2. How do foreign language teachers rate their
own job satisfaction measured by the Teacher Job
Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by
Lester (1987)?
3. What degree of correlation, if any, exists
between the levels of department chairs’ servantleadership style as assessed by foreign language
teachers and the degree of job satisfaction
reported by those same teachers?





Item Frequencies
Reliability Analysis
Mean Score & Standard Deviations




Reliability Analysis Scale Test
Bivariate Correlations of Servant
Leadership and Job Satisfaction

________________________________________________________________________

Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked – How do foreign language teachers rate the servant
leadership style of their department chairs measured by the Servant Leadership
Questionnaire (SLQ) created by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)?
The SLQ contained 23 statements. Some SLQ statements were slightly changed
for the purpose of this study. The original statements starting with “This person” were
changed to “My department chair.” These changes were made to reduce confusion
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throughout the survey. The final version of the SLQ used a 4-point Likert scale: 1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 = strongly agree. To
capture the comprehensive topics from the SLQ, 23 statements were grouped in the five
corresponding factors defined in Chapter 3 – altruistic calling, emotional healing,
wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship – to standardize the scale
used across all statements in the SLQ, as outlined in Chapter 3, Table 2. Mean scores and
standard deviations for the 23 statements were calculated and presented in Table 10.
As this table illustrates, the statements that achieved the highest levels of
participants’ agreement, each receiving a mean value of over 2.90 (close to the level of
somewhat agree, which is 3 on the four-point scale), were:
•

My department chair seems alert to what is happening – the mean value of
2.96 and the agreement of 131 participants (79.3%)

•

My department chair has great awareness of what is going on – the mean
value of 2.90 and the agreement of 119 participants (72.1%)

•

My department chair seems in touch with what is happening – the mean value
of 2.93 and the agreement of 121 participants (73.3%).

All three of these statements are from the Wisdom factor.
Table 10
Servant Leadership Survey – Mean Scores and Standard Deviations (N=165)
Altruistic Calling

Mean

My department chair puts my best interests ahead of his/her own.
My department chair does everything he/she can to serve me.
My department chair sacrifices his/her own interests to meet my needs.
My department chair goes above and beyond the call of duty to meet my needs.

88

2.58
2.86
2.31
2.47

Std.
Deviation
0.90
0.98
0.96
0.96

Emotional Healing

Std.
Deviation
0.96
0.91
0.90
0.96

Mean

My department chair is one I would turn to if I had a personal trauma.
My department chair is good at helping me with my emotional issues.
My department chair is talented at helping me to heal emotionally.
My department chair is one that could help me mend my hard feelings.
Wisdom

2.41
2.43
2.36
2.41
Mean

My department chair seems alert to what is happening.
My department chair is good at anticipating the consequences of decisions.
My department chair has great awareness of what is going on.
My department chair seems in touch with what is happening.
My department chair seems to know what is going to happen.
Persuasive Mapping

2.96
2.82
2.90
2.93
2.77
Mean

My department chair offers compelling reasons to get me to do things.
My department chair encourages me to dream 'big dreams' about the organization.
My department chair is very persuasive.
My department chair is good at convincing me to do things.
My department chair is gifted when it comes to persuading me.
Organizational Stewardship

2.79
2.48
2.72
2.70
2.55

Std.
Deviation
0.76
0.82
0.79
0.79
0.77
Std.
Deviation
0.78
0.91
0.83
0.82
0.84

2.73

Std.
Deviation
0.83

2.87

0.78

2.73
2.81
2.73

0.78
0.82
0.81

Mean

My department chair believes that the organization needs to play a moral role in
society.
My department chair believes that our organization needs to function as a
community.
My department chair sees the organization for its potential to contribute to society.
My department chair encourages me to have a community spirit in the workplace.
My department chair is preparing the organization to make a positive difference in
the future.

The statements that achieved the lowest level of participants’ agreement, each
receiving a mean value of less than 2.50 (close to the level of somewhat disagree,
which is 2 on the four-point scale) were:
•

My department chair sacrifices his/her own interests to meet my needs (from
Altruistic Calling) – the mean value of 2.31 and the disagreement of 96
participants (58.1%)

•

My department chair is one I would turn to if I had a personal trauma (from
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Emotional Healing) – the mean value of 2.41 and the disagreement of 88
participants (53.3%)
•

My department chair is talented at helping me to heal emotionally (from
Emotional Healing) – the mean value of 2.36 and the disagreement of 96
participants (58.1%).

All remaining statements have a mean value between the highest and lowest level
of mean value with disagreement or agreement by more than half of 165 participants
respectively. The detailed analysis of item frequencies, percentages, mean scores, and
standard deviations for the Servant Leadership Questionnaire is presented in Appendix F.
The researcher tested the statements contributing to each SLQ factor – altruistic
calling, emotional healing, wisdom, persuasive mapping, and organizational stewardship
– by using a Reliability Analysis Scale test, which tested the strength of internal
consistency and how closely related the statements are as a group. According to George
and Mallery (2003), the closer Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the
internal consistency of statements.
Table 11
Internal Consistency Reliability for Servant Leadership Factors (N=165)

Factor
Altruistic Calling
Emotional Healing
Wisdom
Persuasive Mapping
Organizational
Stewardship
Total

Cronbach’s Alpha
from the study
survey
.914
.942
.948
.947

Cronbach’s Alpha
from the instrument
developers
.93
.91
.93
.90

Number of
Items
4
4
5
5

.947
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5

.976

.92

23
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Table 11 presents the internal consistency reliability of the SLQ used for data
collection about servant leadership across the study population. Barbuto and Wheeler
(2006) reported the internal consistency reliability for the developed instrument in whole
and also for each factor, as shown in Table 11. As this table illustrates, internal consistency
reliability estimates for each factor as well as for the instrument as a whole, labeled Total,
mirrored those reported by the instrument developers and indicate acceptable reliability
levels.
Table 12 presents the mean scores and standard deviations of the five SLQ factors
and the SLQ as a whole, labeled Total. As the table illustrates, the Wisdom factor
achieved the highest level of participants’ agreement (the mean value of 2.88, close to the
level of somewhat agree, which is 3 on the four-point rating scale), and the Emotional
Healing factor achieved the lowest level of participants’ agreement (a mean value of
2.40, approaching the level of somewhat disagree, which is 2 on the four-point rating
scale). The three other factors – Altruistic Calling, Persuasive Mapping, and
Organizational Stewardship – achieved the mean value between somewhat disagree,
which is 2 on the four-point rating scale, and somewhat agree, which is 3 on the four-point
rating scale.
Table 12
Factor Means and Standard Deviations for Servant Leadership Survey Factors (N=165)
Factor
Altruistic Calling
Emotional Healing
Wisdom
Persuasive Mapping
Organizational
Stewardship
Total

2.56
2.40
2.88
2.65

Std.
Deviation
0.85
0.85
0.71
0.76

2.77

0.73

1.00

4.00

2.67

0.69

1.00

4.00

Mean
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Minimum

Maximum

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00

Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked – How do foreign language teachers rate their own job
satisfaction measured by the Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by
Lester (1987)?
The TJSQ created by Lester (1987) is a 66-item questionnaire that measures teacher
job satisfaction as the extent to which teachers perceive and value nine factors (job
characteristics) of the work environment. Those factors are – supervision, colleagues, working
conditions, pay, responsibility, work itself, advancement, security, and recognition – and
they were defined in Chapter 3, Table 3.
As stated in Chapter 3, department chairs at the DLIFLC have no significant
impact on the pay scale and job security of their subordinates, and therefore these two
factors were removed from the original version of the TJSQ. Removing these two factors
did not change acceptable levels of reliability and validity of the instrument. In addition,
some TJSQ statements were slightly changed for the purpose of this study. The original
statements starting by with “My immediate supervisor” were changed to “My department
chair.” These changes were made to reduce confusion throughout the survey. The version
of the TJSQ applied for this study contained 55 statements using a 5-point Likert scale: 1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral (nether disagree or agree), 4 = agree, 5 =
strongly agree. To capture the comprehensive topics from the TJSQ, 55 statements were
grouped in seven corresponding factors – supervision, colleagues, working conditions,
pay, responsibility, work itself, advancement, security, and recognition – to standardize
the scale used across all statements in the TJSQ, as outlined in Chapter 3, Table 2.

92

Because the TJSQ contained statements written in both positive and negative
form, the mean scores resulting from the items mean different things. For statements
written in a positive form, a higher mean score indicates stronger agreement with the
statement, likely leading to higher job satisfaction. For statements written in a negative
form, a lower mean score indicates higher job satisfaction (a respondent is disagreeing
with the negative statement). For the purpose of having one standardized way of
interpreting the scale, the researcher reversed the scale for those statements written in a
negative form.
Mean scores and standard deviations for the 55 TJSQ statements were calculated
and presented in Table 13. The statements written in a negative form are identified using
RS as an indicator for “reverse scale” statements.
Table 13
Teacher Job Satisfaction Survey – Mean Scores and Standard Deviations (N=165)
Supervision

Mean

I receive recognition from my department chair.
My department chair offers suggestions to improve my teaching.
My department chair gives me assistance when I need help.
My department chair does not back me up. (RS)
My department chair treats everyone equitably.
My department chair provides assistance for improving instruction.
My department chair is not willing to listen to suggestions. (RS)
I received too many meaningless instructions from my department chair. (RS)
My department chair makes available the material I need to do my best.
My department chair makes me feel uncomfortable. (RS)
When I teach a good lesson, my department chair notices.
My department chair explains what is expected of me.
My department chair praises good teaching.

Colleagues

3.60
3.41
3.65
2.46
3.30
3.40
2.55
2.65
3.27
2.36
3.45
3.70
3.71

Mean

I get along well with my colleagues.
I like the people with whom I work.
My colleagues stimulate me to do better work.
My colleagues are highly critical of one another. (RS)
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4.23
4.02
3.41
3.10

Std.
Deviation
1.15
1.09
1.10
1.14
1.21
0.96
1.06
1.09
1.12
1.09
0.97
0.91
0.89

Std.
Deviation
0.57
0.75
1.02
1.15

My colleagues provide me with suggestions or feedback about my teaching.
I do not get cooperation from the people with whom I work. (RS)
I dislike the people with whom I work. ((RS)
My interests are similar to those of my colleagues.
I have made lasting friendships among my colleagues.
My colleagues seem reasonable to me.

Working Conditions

3.18
2.47
2.05
3.15
3.61
2.25

Mean

Working conditions in my school can be improved.
The administration in my school does not clearly define its policies. (RS)
Working conditions in my school are comfortable.
Working conditions in my school could not be worse. (RS)
The administration in my school communicates its policies well.
Physical surroundings in my school are unpleasant. (RS)
Working conditions in my school are good.

Responsibility

4.28
3.13
3.24
2.74
3.05
2.76
3.38

Mean

Teaching provides me the opportunity to help my students learn.
My students respect me as a teacher.
I am responsible for planning my daily lessons.
I do have responsibility for my teaching.
I am not responsible for my actions. (RS)
I try to be aware of the policies of my school.
I am not interested in the policies of my school. (RS)
I get along well with my students.

Work Itself

4.36
4.45
4.02
4.25
1.83
4.28
2.01
4.50

Mean

Teaching provides an opportunity to use a variety of skills.
The work of a teacher consists of routine activities. (RS)
I do not have the freedom to make my own professional decisions. (RS)
Teaching is very interesting work.
Teaching discourages originality. (RS)
Teaching does not provide me the chance to develop new methods. (RS)
Teaching encourages me to be creative.
I am indifferent towards teaching. (RS)
The work of a teacher is very pleasant.

4.28
3.12
2.99
4.57
2.19
2.30
4.21
2.10
4.16

Advancement

Mean

Teaching provides me with an opportunity to advance professionally.
I am not getting ahead in my present teaching position. (RS)
Teaching provides limited opportunities for advancement. (RS)
Teaching provides an opportunity for promotion.
Teaching provides a good opportunity for advancement.

3.80
2.98
3.36
2.96
3.30
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1.08
1.00
0.97
0.96
0.86
1.05

Std.
Deviation
0.89
1.12
1.12
1.09
1.07
1.13
1.03

Std.
Deviation
0.80
0.62
0.84
0.90
1.10
0.60
1.07
0.61

Std.
Deviation
0.75
1.26
1.17
0.70
1.06
1.03
0.85
1.20
0.87

Std.
Deviation
1.18
1.26
1.22
1.27
1.28

Recognition

Mean

No one tells me that I am a good teacher. (RS)
I receive full recognition for my successful teaching.
I received too little recognition. (RS)

2.24
3.28
3.19

Std.
Deviation
1.11
1.22
1.23

As the table illustrates:
•

The Responsibility factor contains the most statements that achieved the
highest levels of participants’ agreement, each of them receiving a mean value
of over 4.00 (between levels of agree and strongly agree) and the agreement of
over 150 participants (over 90%). There are two statements written in a
negative form, RS statements – “I am not responsible for my actions” and “I am
not interested in the policies of my school.” However, as the majority of
participants (close to 80%) disagreed with these statements (between the level
of strongly disagree, which is 1 on the five-point rating scale, and disagree,
which is 2 on the five-point rating scale), a lower mean score indicates higher
job satisfaction.

•

Supervision, Colleagues, and Work Itself factors mainly contain statements
that achieved a high level of participants’ agreement, i.e. most of the
statements receiving a mean value of around 4.00 (the level of agree, which is
4 on the five-point rating scale) and agreement of over 70% participants. These
factors also contain the statements written in a negative form, but as a majority
of participants (over 60%) selected the level of strongly disagree, disagree, or
neither agree or disagree), a lower mean score indicates positive job satisfaction.
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•

Working conditions, Advancement, and Recognition factors contain the
statements that achieved low levels of participants’ agreement, most of the
statements receiving a mean value of around 3.00 (close to the level of
neither agree nor disagree, which is 3 on the five-point rating scale) and
agreement of less than 70 participants (less than 42%).

The detailed analysis of item frequencies, percentages, mean scores, and standard
deviations for the TJSQ is presented in Appendix G.
The researcher tested the statements contributing to each TJSQ factor – supervision,
colleagues, working conditions, pay, responsibility, work itself, advancement, security,
and recognition – by using a Reliability Analysis Scale test, which tested the strength of
the internal consistency and how closely related the statements are as a group. George and
Mallery’s rule (2003) for the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was applied to determine the
level of internal consistency. According to this rule (2003, p.231) – “> .9 = Excellent, > .8
= Good, > .7 = Acceptable, > .6 = Questionable, > .5 = Poor, and < .5 = Unacceptable”,
the closer Cronbach’s alpha is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the item.
Table 14 presents the internal consistency reliability of the TJSQ used for data
collection about job satisfaction across the study population. Lester (1987) reported an
internal consistency reliability for the entire scale of the developed instrument and also for
each factor, as shown in Table 14. As this table illustrates, the internal reliability for the entire
scale, labeled as Total, mirrored that reported by the author and indicate acceptable
reliability levels. However, Supervision, Colleagues, and Advancement are the only
factors that reached an internal consistency at the Good or Excellent level, above the
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defined acceptable level of .70. All other factors reached internal consistency between .60
and .70, which corresponds with the acceptable level for internal consistency.
Table 14
Internal Consistency Reliability for Teacher Job Satisfaction Factors

Factor
Supervision
Colleagues
Working Conditions
Responsibility
Work Itself
Advancement
Recognition
Total

Cronbach’s Alpha
from the study
survey
.894
.711
.669
.642
.652
.730
.590
.918

Cronbach’s Alpha
from the instrument
developers
.92
.82
.83
.73
.82
.81
.74
.93

Number of
Items
13
10
7
8
9
5
3
55

Table 15 presents the mean score of the seven TJSQ factors. As the table
illustrates, the Responsibility factor achieved the highest level of participants’ agreement
(a mean value of 4.25, between the levels agree, which is 4 on the five-point rating scale,
and strongly agree, which is 5 on the five-point rating scale), and the Working
Conditions factor achieved the lowest level of participants’ agreement (a mean value of
2.97, close to the level of neither agree or disagree, which is 3 on the five-point rating
scale).
Table 15
Factor Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Job Satisfaction Factors (N=165)
Factor
Supervision
Colleagues
Working Conditions
Responsibility
Work Itself
Advancement
Recognition
Total

Mean
3.50
3.57
2.97
4.25
3.84
3.14
3.28
3.57

Std.
Deviation
0.71
0.50
0.62
0.45
0.52
0.86
0.88
0.44
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Minimum
1.31
1.80
1.57
3.00
2.33
1.00
1.00
2.53

Maximum
5.00
5.00
4.86
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.93

Research Question 3
Research Question 3 asked – What degree of correlation, if any, exists between
the levels of department chairs’ servant-leadership style as assessed by foreign language
teachers and the degree of job satisfaction reported by those same teachers?
Bivariate correlations were computed to assess the relationship between the
factors of perceived levels of servant leadership and reported levels of teachers’ job
satisfaction to determine the strength of the relationship between them, using a two-tailed
Pearson test of correlation coefficients. Statistical significance was defined as having a
value of less
than .05.
The relationship was first assessed for its statistical significance expressed in the
probability level (p), which is a function of both the strength of the correlation and
sample size. The smaller the p-level, the less chance there is to make a Type I error
(incorrect rejection of a true null hypothesis). The result may actually be insignificant yet
statistically significant.
The relationship was then assessed for Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r), which
generates a result between -1 to 1, to measure the strength and direction of the
relationship, i.e. whether the correlation was positive or negative, or there was no
correlation at all. Salkind’s rule was applied to determine the level of correlation.
According to this rule, correlations that showed a value of .80 or higher are classified as a
very strong relationship, values of .60 to less than .80 are classified as a strong
relationship, values of .40 to less than .60 are classified as a moderate relationship, values
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.20 to less than .40 are classified a weak relationship, and values less than .20 are
classified as nonexistence or no relationship (2000, p. 88).
The results of the correlation between perceived levels of servant leadership and
reported levels of teachers’ job satisfaction, are presented in Table 16.
Table 16
Factors and Total Scale Correlations (N=165)

Supervision

r
p

Colleagues

r
p

Working Conditions

Responsibility

Work Itself

Advancement

r

.000
.302(**)
.000
.397(**)

.000

Wisdom
.668(**)
.000

.243(**)
.002

.296(**)
.000

.342(**)

.364(**)

Persuasive
Mapping
.705(**)

Organizational
Stewardship
.655(**)

Servant
Leadership
.732(**)

.000

.000

.000

.315(**)

.289(**)

.323(**)

.000

.000

.000

.450(**)

.448(**)

.448(**)

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

r

.056

.035

-.012

.070

.145

.066

p

.478

.655

.875

.375

.064

.399

r

.112

.115

.049

.181(*)

.216(**)

.152

p

.150

.140

.531

.020

.005

.051

.369(**)

.356(**)

.354(**)

.000

.000

.000

.511(**)

.455(**)

.514(**)

.000

.000

.000

.577(**)

.562(**)

.580(**)

.000

.000

.000

r

r
p

Teacher Job
Satisfaction

Emotional
Healing
.584(**)

p

p
Recognition

Altruistic
Calling
.660(**)

r
p

.286(**)
.000
.483(**)
.000
.515(**)
.000

.296(**)
.000

.273(**)
.000

.382(**)
.000

.466(**)
.000

.453(**)
.000

.485(**)
.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

As the table illustrates, there is a direct, statistically significant (p=.000) and
moderate correlation (r=.580) between the overall perceived level of servant leadership
and the overall reported level of teacher job satisfaction.
Concerning the existence of correlations between overall servant leadership and
the factors of job satisfaction and how strong those correlations are, the table reports:
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•

There is a statistically significant (p=.000), direct, and strong correlation
between overall servant leadership and the Supervision factor of teacher job
satisfaction (r=.732).

•

There is a statistically significant (p=.000), direct, and moderate correlation
between overall servant leadership and Working Conditions (r=.448) and
Recognition (r=.514) factors of teacher job satisfaction.

•

There is a statistically significant (p=.000), direct, but weak correlation
between overall servant leadership and Colleagues (r=.323) and Advancement
(r=.354) factors of teacher job satisfaction.

•

There is no correlation between overall servant leadership and Work Itself
(r=.152, p=.051) or Responsibility (r=.066, p=.399).

Further, there are statistically significant (p=.000) and moderate correlations
between overall job satisfaction and each factor of servant leadership – Altruistic Calling
(r=.515), Emotional Healing (r=.453), Wisdom (r=.485), Persuasive Mapping (r=.577),
and Organizational Stewardship (r=562).
Table 17 summarizes the correlations between the factors of servant leadership
and job satisfaction as well as a correlation between the overall perceived level of servant
leadership and the overall reported level of teacher job satisfaction. Table 18 summarizes
the correlations into four categories: strong, moderate, weak, and no relationship.
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Table 17
Factor Correlation Strength

Supervision

Altruistic
Calling
Strong

Emotional
Healing
Moderate

Wisdom
Strong

Persuasive
Mapping
Strong

Organizational
Stewardship
Strong

Servant
Leadership
Strong

Colleagues

Weak

Weak

Weak

Weak

Weak

Weak

Working Conditions

Weak

Weak

Weak

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Responsibility

None

None

None

None

None

None

Work Itself

None

None

None

None

Weak

None

Advancement

Weak

Weak

Weak

Weak

Weak

Weak

Recognition

Moderate

Weak

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Teacher Job
Satisfaction

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Table 18
Scale Correlation Strength
Strong
Altruistic Calling

Supervision

Emotional Healing
Wisdom

Supervision

Persuasive Mapping Supervision
Organizational
Stewardship

Supervision

Servant Leadership Supervision

Moderate
Recognition, Teacher Job
Satisfaction
Supervision, Teacher Job
Satisfaction
Recognition, Teacher Job
Satisfaction
Working Conditions,
Recognition, Teacher Job
Satisfaction
Working Conditions,
Recognition, Teacher Job
Satisfaction
Working Conditions,
Recognition, Teacher Job
Satisfaction

Weak
Colleagues, Working Conditions,
Advancement
Colleagues, Working Conditions,
Advancement, Recognition
Colleagues, Working Conditions,
Advancement

None
Responsibility,
Work Itself
Responsibility,
Work Itself
Responsibility,
Work Itself

Colleagues, Advancement

Responsibility,
Work Itself

Colleagues, Work Itself,
Advancement

Responsibility

Colleagues, Advancement

Responsibility,
Work Itself

Figure 3 is a graphical presentation of the correlation data in an attempt to show
how much one variable was affected by another.
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5

Teacher Job Satisfaction

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

4

Servant Leadership

Figure 3: Correlation analysis scatterplot
Summary
The goal of this study was to examine the correlation between the level of servantleadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language teachers and
the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the DLIFLC. The validated SLQ
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006) assessed the level of servant leadership of department chairs as
perceived by their teachers and the validated TJSQ (Lester, 1987) assessed the level of the
same teachers’ job satisfaction. The data collection involved an online survey with 165
foreign language teachers from the DLIFLC at Monterey, California.
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In conducting the data analysis, the researcher used descriptive and inferential
statistics to answer the research questions. Specifically, item frequencies, reliability
analysis, means score, standard deviations, and bivariate correlation analysis were employed.
The findings were presented for each research question, and statistically significant
differences were pointed out where applicable.
The data obtained from this research study are applicable to the DLIFLC and
perhaps other foreign language educational organizations or organizations that have
multinational staff.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
In times of rapid change, effective leadership is what today’s organizations are
looking for. As stated in Chapter 1, the lack of effective leadership has made some
scholars assert that society is in a crisis of leadership (Greenleaf, 1977; Goleman, 2011;
Harrison, 2006; Hasel, 2013). As times are changing, our views on leadership behavior
change as well. According to Van Dierendonck (2011), current demand shows the need
for more ethical, people-centered management and leadership motivated by the ideas of
servant leadership, since concerns about the society we live in have become increasingly
important to company policy. The key to change, success and long-term profit are
engaged employees. Therefore, innovation and employee wellbeing is given precedence,
while leadership is seen as a key factor for motivated employees and a thriving
organization (Van Dierendonck, 2011).
The purpose of this correlation study was to determine the relationship between
the level of servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign
language teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) in Monterey, CA. The following
research questions were examined during this study:
1. How do foreign language teachers rate the servant-leadership style of their
department chairs measured by the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) created
by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)?
2. How do foreign language teachers rate their own job satisfaction measured by the
Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by Lester (1987)?
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3. What degree of correlation, if any, exists between the levels of department chairs’
servant-leadership style as assessed by foreign language teachers and the degree of
job satisfaction reported by those same teachers?
The study was a correlation study employing a quantitative method based on
survey data used to determine (1) the level of servant-leadership of department chairs at
the DLIFLC perceived by their teachers, (2) the level of job satisfaction of the same
teacher, and (3) what correlation exists between the level of department chairs’ servantleadership as assessed by foreign language teachers and the degree of job satisfaction
reported by those same teachers. It utilized descriptive and inferential statistics to
compare and correlate two variables of interest: the teachers’ perceived level of servantleadership practiced by department chairs and the level of those same teachers’ job
satisfaction, whereby servant leadership was the independent variable and overall job
satisfaction was the dependent variable.
The target population for this study included the foreign language teachers – who
are native or near-native speakers of the languages they teach – from undergraduate basic
language programs currently taught at the DLIFLC. According to the Registrar’s Office
at DLIFLC, as of February 1, 2018, there were 1168 classroom teachers within the
undergraduate basic language training. Only those language programs that have 30 and
more classroom teachers, such as Arabic, Chinese, French, Korean, Pashto, Persian-Farsi,
Russian, and Spanish were taken into consideration. The population size of 932
classroom teachers served as a source for sampling.
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Major Findings
During this study, the quantitative data on foreign language teachers and their
assessment of servant leadership practices of their department chairs as well as the
assessment of their own job satisfaction showed the relationship as mentioned in the
literature (Eliff, 2014; English, 2011; Erickson, 2013; McKenzie, 2012; McManmon,
2016). A summary of findings by research questions are presented as follows:
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked – How do foreign language teachers rate the servant
leadership style of their department chairs measured by the Servant Leadership
Questionnaire (SLQ) created by Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)? Based on the data
collected, the following are the findings.
Finding 1: DLIFLC teachers rated department chairs highest in the area of
wisdom as a leadership practice at the somewhat agree level which is 3 on the four-point
scale.
Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) describe wisdom as a combination of awareness of
surroundings and anticipation of consequences. The importance of awareness, especially
self-awareness, has been addressed by Spears (2002) as one of the main characteristics of
servant leaders since this characteristic strengthens the servant leader. DLIFLC chairs
seem to be alert to what is happening within the organization and are able to anticipate
what the consequences of decisions might be.
Finding 2: The second highest areas that DLIFLC teachers rated their chairs
were: organizational stewardship and persuasive mapping - these factors were also rated
at the somewhat agree level which is 3 on the four-point scale. According to Barbuto and
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Wheeler (2006), organizational stewardship involves an ethic or value for taking
responsibility for the wellbeing of the community. Teachers valued their department
chairs’ commitment to cultivate a community spirit in the workplace and a desire to
prepare the organization to make a positive difference in the future. Persuasive mapping,
according to Spears (2002), is clear and persistent communication that convinces others
to change. Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) report that leaders high in persuasive mapping
encourage others to visualize the organization’s future and are persuasive in offering
compelling reasons to get others to do things.
Finding 3: DLIFLC teachers perceive that their department chairs demonstrate
weak skills related to altruistic calling and emotional healing as a leadership practice.
Emotional healing translates to a leader’s ability to be empathetic and a good
listener, and altruistic calling is described as a leader’s deep-rooted desire to make a
positive difference in others’ lives. In other words, they put others’ interests ahead of their
own and diligently work to meet followers’ needs (Barbuto and Wheeler, 2006; Spears,
2002).
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked – How do foreign language teachers rate their own job
satisfaction measured by the Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by
Lester (1987)?
Finding 4: The participants in the study reported that responsibility is the most
satisfying factor in their work.
The participants obviously take pride in what they do: they value the opportunity
to help their students learn, they feel respected by their students and they build strong
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relationships with their students on a daily basis. Responsibility is the opportunity to be
accountable for their own work and to take part in policy and decision-making activities
(Lester, 1987). Intrinsic motivators relating to teacher satisfaction can be achieved
through individual performance, such as the opportunity to contribute, involvement in
challenging work, and the autonomy to pursue a variety of job tasks (Taylor &
Tashakhori, 1995). Hence, responsibility seems to play a key role in teacher motivation
and satisfaction (Cerit, 2009).
Finding 5: The participants valued supervision, colleagues, and work itself as
important factors of their job satisfaction.
According to Lester (1987), supervision is defined as the task-oriented and personoriented behavior of the immediate supervisor and the role of a supervisor is a very
important factor of job satisfaction. This aligns with the arguments of Maslow (1943),
Herzberg (1968), and Alderfer (1969), that the way management treats employees is
critical. Teachers appreciate supervisors who have a clear vision of what the organization
needs as well as supervisors who acknowledge when the work is done well. In regard to
the colleagues factor, participants rated social interaction and positive relationships with
fellow teachers as the strongest contributors to job satisfaction. The third factor that was
rated strongest regarding job satisfaction was work itself. This factor, according to Lester
(1982) refers to the freedom to institute innovative material and to utilize one’s skills and
abilities in designing one’s work.
Finding 6: Based on participant responses, working conditions, advancement, and
recognition were not identified as strong indicators of job satisfaction.
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In order for teachers to feel satisfied with their jobs, the above-mentioned job
factors need to be fulfilled. According to Herzberg’s (1968) motivation-hygiene theory,
recognition, promotion, and achievement at work contribute to the motivation of the
employees, which can be seen as an inner force that drives individuals to attain personal
and organizational goals. If these factors are not met by supervisors, poor work hygiene
will occur, which corresponds to teachers feeling dissatisfied with their jobs and
performing poorly (Sergiovanni, 2009). However, the TJSQ statements for these job
factors used in the present study have been worded to assess what exists in the
participants’ organization/school rather than what they really value, and they have been
assessed as somewhat neutral, which is three on a five-point scale.
Research Question 3
Research question 3 asked – What degree of correlation, if any, exists between the
levels of department chairs’ servant-leadership style as assessed by foreign language
teachers and the degree of job satisfaction reported by those same teachers?
Finding 7: Based on participant responses, teachers are more satisfied in their
jobs when their department chairs practice servant leadership.
The study showed there is a direct, statistically significant and moderate
correlation between the overall perceived level of servant leadership and the overall
reported level of teacher job satisfaction. Based on the literature reviewed, this finding
has strong support in several pertinent studies. According to Walumbwa et al. (2010),
servant leadership is uniquely concerned with the success of all stakeholders and servant
leaders act in the best interest of their followers.
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Finding 8: The degree to which department chairs practice servant leadership
does not have the same impact on all factors of teacher job satisfaction.
The strongest correlation was between servant leadership practice and teacher job
satisfaction in the area of supervision. The next strongest correlation, a moderate
correlation, was between servant leadership and teacher job satisfaction in the areas of
work conditions and recognition. There was a weak correlation between servant
leadership practices and teacher job satisfaction areas of colleagues and advancement,
and there was no correlation with the areas of work itself and responsibility.
The study conducted by Cerit (2009) revealed a significant positive relationship
between principal servant leadership behaviors and teacher job satisfaction building on
the results of previous research regarding servant leadership in educational settings.
When it comes to the absence of motivators, as in this case, no correlation was found
nor was a weak correlation found, as mentioned above, that would not necessarily lead
to job dissatisfaction, but the employees are unlikely to be motivated (Smerek &
Peterson, 2007).
Unexpected Findings
Some unexpected findings occurred during the pilot phase of the survey. Some
participants expressed their concern about collecting demographic data, especially data
related to the specific language school or primary language taught. Namely, the field test
participants emphasized that identifying the primary language taught would directly
correlate to a particular school and then to department chairs in that school, which could
reveal the study participants’ identity, jeopardizing anonymity. This study was conducted
with an emphasis on confidentiality and anonymity to minimize any concern that
110

participants might have had regarding negative reactions from their chain of command. Due
to the anonymous and confidential nature of the study, the demographic data related to the
school or primary language taught was not collected. In other words, the study on
correlation between servant leadership and teachers’ job satisfaction by language schools
did not take place as originally planned.
Also during the pilot phase, one of the participants wrote to the researcher that she
had found some of the questions on the servant leadership questionnaire (SLQ)
problematic to answer. Those questions were related to emotional healing and altruistic
calling. This participant had worked as a department chair in the past. She mentioned that
DLIFLC supervisors were trained by human resources to immediately refer employees
with traumatic life events or emotional issues to the Employee Assistance Program since
supervisors are not trained to assist with this type of problem and any advice supervisors
might give in such situations could open the organization up to liability. Two survey
participants, i.e. teachers who took part in the study, expressed similar concerns regarding
the servant leadership questionnaire. They wrote to the researcher explaining that they
were unable to answer all the questions because they would have had to answer either
agree or disagree and they preferred to remain neutral (The final version of the SLQ used
a 4-point Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = somewhat agree,
4 = strongly agree).
Conclusions
Based on the literature reviewed, numerous studies have documented that
employees are more satisfied with their jobs if they are supervised by leaders who
practice servant leadership. Servant-oriented leaders are even more appreciated in the
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field of teaching where teachers are motivated to do their best and continue modeling the
spirit of servant leadership since teachers are also leaders in the classroom and their
students look up to them. Greenleaf (1970) pointed out that those who are served are more
likely themselves to become servants. In this study, there are several main conclusions:
Conclusion 1: The perception of DLIFLC teachers is that department chairs put greater
focus on management skills than leadership skills.
DLIFLC teachers rated department chairs highest in the area of wisdom,
persuasive mapping and organizational stewardship as leadership practices. In other
words, department chairs are aware of what is going on within the organization and are
focused to provide guidance and support in order to meet the needs of the organization
and anticipate the consequences of their decisions.
According to Kotter (1990), management is in charge of planning, organizing,
staffing and problem solving, but leadership is in charge of establishing direction,
motivating and inspiring. Department chairs need to balance their roles as leaders and
managers in order to produce positive change and provide assistance and support towards
the individual needs of their followers, i.e. teachers.
Conclusion 2: There is a mismatch of expectations related to the push for servant
leadership by the former Provost and the actual practice/culture in the organization.
Emotional healing as a servant leadership factor was rated the lowest by DLIFLC
teachers. According to Barbuto and Wheeler (2006), leaders using emotional healing are
highly empathetic and great listeners. To heal, according to Greenleaf (1970), means to
make whole. Servant leaders care about the personal wellbeing of their followers. They
support followers by helping them overcome personal problems. He further argues that in
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helping followers become whole, the leaders themselves are healed. Even though the
emphasis has been on developing and practicing servant leadership at the DLIFLC in
recent years, it is evident from this study that servant leadership has not been fully
embraced or implemented. The limited training and support for developing servant
leadership may be the reason for this.
Conclusion 3: Teachers who are engaged in a collaborative environment will have higher
job satisfaction.
Collaborative decision making, trust, and freedom to experiment and be creative
contribute to job satisfaction. Fostering collaboration begins with creating a climate of
trust and facilitating relationships. Kouzes and Posner (2007) conceded that “[l]eaders
must learn that greater power comes from giving power away. Giving team members’
power increases group/individual accountability and leads to optimal results. Developing
team members’ competence and confidence stems from a leader’s effective coaching and
positive reinforcement through visible support and encouragement” (p. 251). According
to Lester (1987), responsibility, as the opportunity to be accountable for one’s own work
and the opportunity to take part in policy and decision-making activities, is an important
job satisfaction factor.
Conclusion 4: All aspects of servant leadership are important to teacher job satisfaction.
There are statistically significant and moderate correlations between overall job
satisfaction and each factor of servant leadership. Thompson (2002) reported a significant
positive relationship between servant leadership and job satisfaction in educational
settings. Spears (2002) stated that servant-leadership assumes first and foremost a
commitment to serving the needs of others and servant-leaders believe that people have
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an intrinsic value beyond their tangible contributions as workers. If supervisors are
deeply committed and demonstrate all aspects of servant leadership, they will contribute
to stronger job satisfaction among teachers.
Conclusion 5: It is concluded that, as DLIFLC department chairs demonstrate stronger
servant leadership, teachers’ job satisfaction increases accordingly.
Previous studies related to supervisors’ servant leadership practices and teachers’
job satisfaction (Eliff, 2014; English, 2011; Jordan, 2014, McKenzie, 2012; McManmon,
2016) support the benefits of servant leadership practices to teachers’ job satisfaction,
which further contribute to the results of students and the overall wellbeing of the
organization. Hays (2008) noted, “Applying the principles, values, and practices of
Servant Leadership to teaching can make a profound difference on the impact of learning
and in the learning experience of both students and teachers” (p. 113). Cerit (2009) and
Thompson (2002) reported a significant positive relationship between servant leadership
and job satisfaction in educational settings.
Implications for Action
DLIFLC is a far more culturally diverse organization than the average American
organization. Therefore, there needs to be a strong focus on effective communication and
relationships at different levels. Kouzes and Posner suggest that “successful leadership is
a function of how well people interact. Positive relationships between leaders and
followers are crucial in enabling people to get extraordinary things done” (2007, p. 25)
and extraordinary relationships can be achieved following the principles of servant
leadership.

114

A lot has been talked about change and transformation regarding the latest
campaign to achieve higher levels of language proficiency with students. In this respect,
we often hear how we need to transform curriculum, students and teachers. However, in
order to lead the transformation, the leaders need to transform first. In other words, “to
ensure success, the leaders must be willing to engage in their own personal change
process which involves a shift in how they think, lead and relate” (Anderson &
Ackerman-Anderson, 2010, p. 10).
The former Provost recognized that building a strong culture and practice of
servant leadership at all levels would help the Institute prosper. “Furthermore, servant
leaders are ethical and lead in ways that serve the greater good of the organization,
community, and society at large” (Northouse, 2015, p. 226). Cultivating a higher purpose
for life and keeping in mind the mission of the Institute to provide the highest quality
culturally based foreign language education, DLIFLC teachers and administrators can
transform every student and equip them with the best and most powerful gift – language
– which in itself is a potent force for peace.
Department chairs face many challenges on a daily basis being a buffer between
higher administration, teachers and students. With an increasing emphasis on reaching
higher language proficiency levels and meeting the needs of the organization, chairs often
focus more on managing their department and less on building and strengthening
relationships within the department. The findings of this study reveal that servant
leadership has not yet been fully realized at DLI and that if the development of a culture
of servant leadership were fully supported, it could lead to improved teacher job
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satisfaction. Improving teacher job satisfaction can lead to improved student
achievement of rigorous language proficiency expectations (Hoy, 2008).
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following implications
for action are suggested for DLIFLC and similar multicultural organizations:
Action 1: The Provost should provide continuing professional growth opportunities in
the area of servant leadership for the leadership staff. Since active listening, reflection
and empathy are skills that department chairs need to obtain in order to serve their
teachers better, focus on these areas. Invite experts/consultants in servant leadership who
would not just provide the theoretical aspects of servant leadership, but also practical
examples. Provide the opportunity to share best practices of servant leadership during
every Chairs’ Council meeting, Deans’ Council meeting, Senate meeting and other
venues during which the awareness of the benefits of servant leadership can be
emphasized.
Action 2: Professional development in servant leadership must be tied to the individual
development plan of each administrator on a yearly basis. This would include attending
necessary training and application. Continued improvement in servant leadership
qualities should be a requirement in the evaluation process.
Action 3: In order to support an organizational culture of servant leadership, provide
teacher development programs that incorporate familiarization with servant leadership
principles since teachers are also leaders in the classroom. Provide opportunities during
departmental meetings for teachers to become familiar with and share their best
leadership practices.
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Action 4: Create a formal system for all employees to learn by shadowing, mentoring
and coaching. If teachers are expected to motivate and inspire their students, then they
also deserve the same from their leaders. Based on finding number eight where the
strongest correlation was between servant leadership practice and teacher job satisfaction
in the area of supervision, there is a need to observe, mentor, and coach teachers in order
to increase their level of responsibility of everyday teaching practices and other actions
across their school. In addition, a proper development program can increase teacher’s
motivation and creativity.
Recommendations for Further Research
Future research to investigate servant leadership in relation to teacher job
satisfaction in similar military educational organizations, both in public and private
institutions are recommended as follows:
Recommendation 1: Replicate the study using a different instrument related to servant
leadership practices. In this study, the Servant Leadership Questionnaire developed by
Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) was used. However, some of the statements in the
instrument do not fit with the trainings that supervisors receive. There are other
instruments to measure servant leadership style, such as the Organizational Leadership
Assessment (OLA) developed by Laub (1999).
Recommendation 2: Replicate the study using a different job satisfaction instrument
because it appeared that some factors of the one developed by Lester (1987), such as
working conditions, pay, and security did not adequately address those factors in the
DLIFLC setting. In addition, due to a weak correlation in the areas of colleagues and
advancement, there is a need to analyze either current servant leadership practices to find
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out what needs to be done to improve teacher job satisfaction in regard to those job
satisfaction factors or whether these factors are less important overall to teachers.
Recommendation 3: Conduct a study that would compare servant leadership with
other leadership styles to determine which leadership style is more positively
correlated.
Recommendation 4: Conduct a study with department chairs and teachers to identify,
through structured interviews and other data sources, specific servant leadership
qualities and practices that have an impact on job satisfaction.
Recommendation 5: The current research study focused primarily on teachers as the
sample population. Recommendations for future research could include other categories
of employees such as administrative personnel and employees in other work
assignments/positions. Expanding the parameters to include different populations would
contribute to the knowledge of leadership theory and could expand the quality of
education for students on many different levels and improve job satisfaction for
populations outside the realm of full-time educators.
Recommendation 6: Some further research is needed to determine why some areas, such
as recognition, advancement and work conditions are less important overall to teachers
from the point of view of job satisfaction.
Recommendation 7: Some future studies should look at leadership correlated to teacher
productivity and/or student results.
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Concluding Remarks and Reflections
The results of this study have filled a gap in the literature on the relationship
between foreign language teacher satisfaction and individual servant leadership behaviors
in a military academic setting.
I started the journey with servant leadership trying to become familiar with what
servant leadership really is, since it sounded contradictory to me to be a leader and
servant at the same time and I was expected to follow servant leadership principles as a
department chair and leader of a multi-language department. My very first encounter with
the writings of Robert Greenleaf made me pause and think about a whole new philosophy
of leadership and also life philosophy. This famous quote by Greenleaf had a huge impact
on me and became my philosophy as well:
… The leader-first and the servant-first are two extreme types. Between them
there are shadings and blends that are part of the infinite variety of human nature.
The difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to make sure
that other people’s highest priority needs are being served. The best test, and
difficult to administer, is: Do those served grow as persons? Do they, while being
served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves
to become servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society?
Will they benefit or at least not be further deprived? (p. 4).
My transformation during my dissertation journey was reflected in the following:
I became more aware of the importance of how we treat people, about the importance of
empathy and listening –which is the essence of servant leadership. Serving people,
putting their needs first, especially in times of crisis which in my case was the time when
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certain language programs were closed taught me that if you take care of people the
universe eventually takes care of you too. I also learned that in order to grow, I need to
focus on the greater good and be a reflective practitioner, always striving to be a better
person and a better leader.
I learned that leading by demand and position only work in the short term. I
learned that if one can find people and help them to experience their needs at a richer,
deeper and higher level, then together they can get anything done. I believe everything
has a web that connects it somehow. We serve ourselves and our family, and that is one
level. If we serve our community, then we have a different insight on life. But, if we
serve humanity, that then offers a completely different insight on life – that is, that
greater purpose for the greater good, which we often do not keep in mind during our daily
chores. We all have motives and needs, but those needs are not just, in this context, to
graduate students and receive our pay checks. The ultimate needs are to serve, grow and
give. Finally, I learned that following servant leadership, we could create social change in
a very positive way.
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Servant Leadership
Survey

Key:

1
Strongly
disagree

2
Somewhat
disagree

3
Somewhat
agree

4
Strongly
agree

1.

My department chair puts my best interests ahead of his/her own.

1

2 3

4

2.

My department chair does everything he/she can to serve me.

1

2 3

4

3.

My department chair his/her own interests to meet my needs.

1

2 3

4

4.

My department chair goes above and beyond the call of duty to meet my needs. 1

2 3

4

5.

My department chair is one I would turn to if I had a personal trauma.

1

2 3

4

6.

My department chair is good at helping me with my emotional issues.

1

2 3

4

7.

My department chair is talented at helping me to heal emotionally.

1

2 3

4

8.

My department chair is one that could help me mend my hard feelings.

1

2 3

4

9.

My department chair seems alert to what’s happening.

1

2 3

4

10. My department chair is good at anticipating the consequences of decisions.

1

2 3

4

11. My department chair has great awareness of what is going on.

1

2 3

4

12. My department chair seems in touch with what’s happening.

1

2 3

4

13. My department chair seems to know what is going to happen.

1

2 3

4

14. My department chair compelling reasons to get me to do things.

1

2 3

4

15. My department chair encourages me to dream “big dreams” about the
organization.

1

2 3

4
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16. My department chair is very persuasive.

1 2 3 4

17. My department chair is good at convincing me to do things.

1 2 3 4

18. My department chair is gifted when it comes to persuading me.

1 2 3 4

19. My department chair believes that the organization needs to play a moral role
in society.

1 2 3 4

20. My department chair believes that our organization needs to function as a
community.

1 2 3 4

21. My department chair sees the organization for its potential to contribute to
society.

1 2 3 4

22. My department chair encourages me to have a community spirit in the
workplace.

1 2 3 4

23. My department chair is preparing the organization to make a positive
difference in the future.

1 2 3 4

From Barbuto, J. E. & Wheeler, D. W. (2006). Scale Development and Construct
Clarification of Servant Leadership. Faculty Publications: Agricultural
Leadership, Education & Communication Department. Paper 51.
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Teacher Job Satisfaction
Survey
Directions: The following statements refer to factors that may influence the way
a teacher feels about his/her job. These factors are related to teaching and to the
individual’s perception of the situation. When answering the following statements,
circle the numeral that represents the degree to which you agree or disagree with the
statements.
Key:

1
Strongly
disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neutral
(neither
disagree
nor agree)

4
Agree

5
Strongly
agree

1.

Teaching provides me with an opportunity to advance
professionally.

1 2 3 4 5

2.

Teaching provides an opportunity to use a variety of skills.

1 2 3 4 5

3.

No one tells me that I am a good teacher.

1 2 3 4 5

4.

The work of a teacher consists of routine activities.

1 2 3 4 5

5.

I am not getting ahead in my present teaching position.

1 2 3 4 5

6.

Working conditions in my school can be improved.

1 2 3 4 5

7.

I receive recognition from my department chair.

1 2 3 4 5

8.

I do not have the freedom to make my own decisions.

1 2 3 4 5

9.

My department chair offers suggestions to improve my teaching.

1 2 3 4 5

10. I receive full recognition for my successful teaching.

1 2 3 4 5

11. I get along well with my colleagues.

1 2 3 4 5

12. The administration in my school does not clearly define its
policies.

1 2 3 4 5

13. My department chair gives me assistance when I need help.

1 2 3 4 5
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14. Working conditions in my school are comfortable.

1 2 3 4 5

15. Teaching provides me the opportunity to help my students learn.

1 2 3 4 5

16. I like the people with whom I work.

1 2 3 4 5

17. Teaching provides limited opportunities for advancement.

1 2 3 4 5

18. My students respect me as a teacher.

1 2 3 4 5

19. My department chair does not back me up.

1 2 3 4 5

20. Teaching is very interesting work.

1 2 3 4 5

21. Working conditions in my school could not be worse.

1 2 3 4 5

22. Teaching discourages originality.

1 2 3 4 5

23. The administration in my school communicates its policies well.

1 2 3 4 5

24. Teaching does not provide me the chance to develop new
methods.

1 2 3 4 5

25. My department chair treats everyone equitably.

1 2 3 4 5

26. My colleagues stimulate me to do better work.

1 2 3 4 5

27. Teaching provides an opportunity for promotion.

1 2 3 4 5

28. I am responsible for planning my daily lessons.

1 2 3 4 5

29. Physical surroundings in my school are unpleasant.

1 2 3 4 5

30. My colleagues are highly critical of one another.

1 2 3 4 5

31. I do have responsibility for my teaching.

1 2 3 4 5

32.

My colleagues provide me with suggestions or feedback
about my teaching.
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1 2 3 4 5

33. My department chair provides assistance for improving
i t ti
34. I do not get cooperation from the people I work with.

1 2 3 4 5

35. Teaching encourages me to be creative.

1 2 3 4 5

36. My department chair is not willing to listen to suggestions.

1 2 3 4 5

37. I am indifferent toward teaching.

1 2 3 4 5

38. The work of a teacher is very pleasant.

1 2 3 4 5

39. I receive too many meaningless instructions from my
department chair.

1 2 3 4 5

40. I dislike the people with whom I work.

1 2 3 4 5

41. I receive too little recognition.

1 2 3 4 5

42. Teaching provides a good opportunity for advancement.

1 2 3 4 5

43. My interests are similar to those of my colleagues.

1 2 3 4 5

44. I am not responsible for my actions.

1 2 3 4 5

45. My department chair makes available the material I need to do
my best.

1 2 3 4 5

46. I have made lasting friendships among my colleagues.

1 2 3 4 5

47. Working conditions in my school are good.

1 2 3 4 5

48. My department chair makes me feel uncomfortable.

1 2 3 4 5

49. I try to be aware of the policies of my school.

1 2 3 4 5

50. When I teach a good lesson, my department chair notices.

1 2 3 4 5

51. My department chair explains what is expected of me.

1 2 3 4 5

52. My department chair praises good teaching.

1 2 3 4 5
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1 2 3 4 5

53. I am not interested in the policies of my school.

1 2 3 4 5

54. I get along well with my students.

1 2 3 4 5

55. My colleagues seem unreasonable to me.

1 2 3 4 5

From Lester, P. E. (1987). Development and factor analysis of the Teacher Job
Satisfaction Questionnaire. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
47(1), 223-233.
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From: Barbuto, Jay [mailto:jbarbuto@Exchange.FULLERTON.EDU]
Sent: Saturday, December 24, 2016 7:26 PM
To: Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV) <Saliha.Murtic@dliflc.edu>; jbarbuto@fullerton.edu
Cc: dwheeler1@unl.edu
Subject: RE: Permission to use SLQ instrument

Hi Saliha,
Congratulations on reaching this stage in your research journey! The Servant Leadership
Questionnaire has stood the test (and retest) of psychometric time - so you will be pleased
with its use.
You have permission to use it.
The instrument has been used over 1000 times so - feel free to cite whichever works best
fit your research.... if you want to find the studies that were published that used the
instrument - you might look at scholar.google.com and type in John E Barbuto Jr - to find
my scholar google page - at the top is the scale development piece and you will see about
700 cited papers ......
Good luck with your study - I hope it goes well!
Jay Barbuto

Image removed by sender. CSUF
John E. Barbuto, Jr. (Jay)
Director, Center for Leadership
Professor of Organizational Behavior
Mihaylo College of Business & Economics
Center 657-278-8401 | Office 657-278-8675
800 N. State College Blvd., Fullerton, CA 92831
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From: Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV) [Saliha.Murtic@dliflc.edu]
Sent: Thursday, December 22, 2016 4:24 PM
To: jbarbuto@fullerton.edu
Subject: Permission to use SLQ instrument

Dear Dr. Barbuto,
I have been working on my dissertation “A Correlation Study of Perceived Servant
Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction Among Teachers in a Military Foreign
Language Center”, the explanatory study to quantify the correlation between the level of
servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language
teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center in Monterey California.
After the comprehensive research, it appears that the Servant Leadership Questionnaire
(SLQ) created by you and Dr. Wheeler is the best instrument for my dissertation.
Therefore, I would like to ask your permission to use this instrument for my research. In
addition, would you please send me relevant documentation that demonstrates validity
and reliability (and any other useful info) of this survey.
Respectfully,
Saliha Murtic,
Senior Faculty Developer
DLIFLC, Faculty Development
831-242-5878
saliha.murtic@dliflc.edu
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From: Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV)
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 4:21 PM
To: dwheeler1@unl.edu; jbarbuto@fullerton.edu; jbarbuto@unl.edu
Subject: Permission to use SLQ instrument

Dr. Wheeler and Dr. Barbuto,
I have been working on my dissertation “A Correlation Study of Perceived Servant
Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction Among Teachers in a Military Foreign
Language Center”, the explanatory study to quantify the correlation between the level of
servant‐leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language
teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center in Monterey California.
After the comprehensive research, it appears that the Servant Leadership Questionnaire
(SLQ) created by both of you is the best instrument for my dissertation.
Therefore, I would like to ask your permission to use this instrument for my research. In
addition, would you please send me relevant documentation that demonstrates validity
and reliability (and any other useful info) of this survey.

Respectfully,
Saliha Murtic,
Senior Faculty Developer
DLIFLC, Faculty Development
831‐242‐5878
saliha.murtic@dliflc.edu
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720 Northern Boulevard
Brookville, N.Y. 11548-1300

Dr. Paula E. Lester, Ph.D., Director
Interdisciplinary Educational Studies Doctoral Program
Long Island University/C. W. Post Campus
College of Education, Information and Technology
720 Northern Boulevard
Brookville, NY 11548

December 13, 2016

Dear Saliha Murtic,
Thank you very much for your interest in the Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire
that I developed and validated
You have my written permission to utilize the TJSQ in your study and to make as many
copies of the TJSQ as you need for your study or to place it online with a secure website.
When you complete your research, please send me a copy of your research.
If I may be of any assistance to you, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Paula E. Lester,
Ph.D. Senior
Professor
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From: Paula Lester [mailto:Paula.Lester@liu.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2016 6:36 PM
To: Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV) <Saliha.Murtic@dliflc.edu>
Subject: Re: Permission to use TJSQ instrument

Dear Saliha,
I hope that all is well. I received your payment and I mailed a copy of the manual and
permission letter to you this morning. It should arrive by Friday or Saturday. Please let
me know when you receive it.
Dr. Lester

On Dec 1, 2016, at 5:33 PM, Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV) <Saliha.Murtic@dliflc.edu> wrote:
Great Dr. Lester. How can I make payment to you in the amount of $200 for the
manual?
Saliha

From: Paula Lester [mailto:Paula.Lester@liu.edu]
Sent: Thursday, December 01, 2016 12:36 PM
To: Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV) <Saliha.Murtic@dliflc.edu>
Subject: Re: Permission to use TJSQ instrument

Dear Saliha,
I have the copyright and I am the sole distributor of the manual. Therefore, if you
would like permission to use to teach TJSQ in your dissertation, you will need to
purchase the manual from me directly. The other option is to pay for each copy of the
questionnaire and then for the manual.
The cost of the manual which gives you written permission to make as many
copies of the survey as you need for your dissertation is $200.
Dr. Lester
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From: Murtic, Saliha STF (CIV) [mailto:Saliha.Murtic@dliflc.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 7:15 PM
To: Paula Lester
Subject: Permission to use TJSQ instrument

Dr. Lester,
I have been working on my dissertation “A Correlation Study of Perceived
Servant Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction Among Teachers in a Military Foreign
Language Center”, the explanatory study to quantify the correlation between the level of
servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language
teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center in Monterey California.
After the comprehensive research it appears that the Teacher Job Satisfaction
Questionnaire (TJSQ) created by you (1987) is the best instrument for my dissertation.
Therefore, I would like to ask for your permission to use this instrument for my
research. In addition, would you please send me relevant documentation that
demonstrates validity and reliability (and any other useful info) of this survey.
Respectfully,
Saliha Murtic,
Senior Faculty Developer
DLIFLC, Faculty Development
831-242-5878
saliha.murtic@dliflc.edu
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INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE
DATE:
Dear…
My name is Saliha Murtic. I am a student at Brandman University Department of
Education, Irvine, CA. I am requesting your participation in my doctoral study. The data
collected will be used to complete my dissertation research. My dissertation is entitled A
Correlation Study of Perceived Servant Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction
Among Teachers in a Military Foreign Language Center.
The purpose of this correlational study is to determine the relationship between the level
of servant-leadership practices of department chairs perceived by their foreign language
teachers and the level of those same teachers’ job satisfaction within the DLIFLC in
Monterey, CA.
You were selected as a possible participant because of your teaching position at the
DLIFLC. I invite you to participate. If you participate in this research, you will be asked
to complete a survey, which consists of two parts: the first part is related to servant
leadership practices of your department chair and the second part is related to your job
satisfaction. The whole survey will take about 15 minutes to complete.
Participation in this study is strictly voluntary and confidential.
Thank you for your support.
Saliha Murtic
Senior Faculty Development Specialist
Faculty Development Support
Munzer Hall (Building 618), Room 1D
Email: saliha.murtic@dliflc.edu
Tel: (831) 242-5878
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INFORMED CONSENT

Online Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) and Teacher Job Satisfaction
Questionnaire (TJSQ)

Introduction: My name is Saliha Murtic. I am a doctoral candidate at Brandman
University Department of Education, Irvine, CA. I am conducting a research study on the
relationship between the level of servant-leadership practices of department chairs
perceived by their foreign language teachers and the level of those same
teachers’ job satisfaction within the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center
(DLIFLC) in Monterey, CA. I am completing this research as part of my doctoral degree.
You were selected as a possible participant because of your teaching position at the
DLIFLC. I invite you to participate. If you participate in this research, you will be asked
to complete a survey, which consists of two parts: the first part is related to servant
leadership practices of your department chair and the second part is related to your job
satisfaction. The whole survey will take less than 15 minutes to complete.
Participation in this study is strictly voluntary and confidential.
Thank you for your support.

PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT
for
A Correlation Study of Perceived Servant Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction
among Teachers in a Military Foreign Language Center
Your informed consent to participate in this study is requested after reading a description
of the study below.
Researcher Information: My name is Saliha Murtic. I am a doctoral candidate at
Brandman University Department of Education, Irvine, CA conducting research to
determine if there is a correlation between department chairs who have a high level of
servant leadership characteristics and teachers’ job satisfaction.
Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this correlational study is to determine the
relationship between the level of servant-leadership practices of department chairs
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perceived by their foreign language teachers and the level of those same
teachers’ job satisfaction within the DLIFLC in Monterey, CA.
Study Participation: The survey is web-based. You are asked to visit a designated
website using a link provided by the researcher or your organization. The link will lead
you to a survey you are requested to complete. This survey consists of two parts: the first
part is related to servant leadership practices of your department chair and the second part
is related to your job satisfaction. The whole survey will take less than 15 minutes to
complete.
Benefits: If you decide to participate, there are no direct benefits to you. The basic intent
of this study is to add to the limited body of literature on this topic, and to provide some
insight as to the importance of servant leadership practices on teachers’ job satisfaction.
The results will be published and shared with the academic community and interested
organizations or individual upon request.
Risks: There is no foreseeable risk to you in this research. You may feel some
discomfort answering certain questions. If you volunteer to be in the study, you may
withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind to you.
Confidentiality: Data will be collected anonymously, meaning no personal identifying
information such as name, SSN, address, phone number, etc. will be collected that can
link the participants to the study data. The information you provide will be kept
confidential to the extent allowable by law. All information you provide will be secured
in a file with a password on my computer.
Voluntary Participation: Taking part in the study is voluntary. If you decide not to
participate, or if you stop participation after you start, there will be no penalty to you.
Contact Information: If you have questions completing the survey or any aspect of the
research, please contact me at: murt6701@mail.brandman.edu or
saliha.murtic@dliflc.edu. Tel. (831) 224 4463. My dissertation chair’s name is Dr. Carol
Anderson-Woo. You can contact her at: caanders@brandman.edu. For any questions,
comments, or concerns about the informed consent process, you may contact the Office
of the Vice Chancellor Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna Canyon
Road, Irvine, Ca 92618, telephone: (949) 341-7641.
I understand that:
•

•

The researcher will protect my confidentiality by keeping the identifying numbers
safe-guarded in a locked file drawer or password protected digital file to which
the researcher will have sole access.
My participation in this research study is voluntary. I may decide to not
participate in the study and can withdraw at any time. The investigator may stop
the study at any time.
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•

•

No information that identifies me will be released without my separate consent
and all identifiable information will be protected to the limits allowed by law. If
the study design or the use of the data is to be changed, I will be so informed and
consent re-obtained. There are minimal risks associated with participating in this
research.
If I have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact
Saliha Murtic at murt6701@mail.brandman.edu or saliha.murtic@dliflc.edu or by phone
(831) 224 4463; or Dr. Dr. Carol Anderson-Woo (Diss. Chair) at
caanders@brandman.edu.

•

If I have a questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the informed
consent process, I may write or call the Office of the Vice Chancellor Academic
Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618,
949-341-7641.

I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this form and the “Researcher Participant’s
Bill of Rights.” I have read the above, understand it, and hereby consent to the procedure
set forth.
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below.
The survey will not open for responses unless you agree to participate.
Sincerely,
Saliha Murtic
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BRANDMAN UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights
Any person who is requested to consent to participate as a subject in an experiment, or
who is requested to consent on behalf of another, has the following rights:
1. To be told what the study is attempting to discover.
2. To be told what will happen in the study and whether any of the procedures, drugs or
devices are different from what would be used in standard practice.
3. To be told about the risks, side effects or discomforts of the things that may happen to
him/her.
4. To be told if he/she can expect any benefit from participating and, if so, what the
benefits might be.
5. To be told what other choices he/she has and how they may be better or worse than
being in the study.
6. To be allowed to ask any questions concerning the study both before agreeing to be
involved and during the course of the study.
7. To be told what sort of medical treatment is available if any complications arise.
8. To refuse to participate at all before or after the study is started without any adverse
effects.
9. To receive a copy of the signed and dated consent form.
10. To be free of pressures when considering whether he/she wishes to agree to be in the
study.
If at any time you have questions regarding a research study, you should ask the
researchers to answer them. You also may contact the Brandman University Institutional
Review Board, which is concerned with the protection of volunteers in research projects.
The Brandman University Institutional Review Board may be contacted either by
telephoning the Office of Academic Affairs at (949) 341-9937 or by writing to the Vice
Chancellor of Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna Canyon Road,
Irvine, CA, 92618.
Brandman University IRB

Adopted
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Servant Leadership Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations
(N=165)
Altruistic Calling
My department chair puts my best
interests ahead of his/her own.
My department chair does everything
he/she can to serve me.
My department chair sacrifices his/her
own interests to meet my needs.
My department chair goes above and
beyond the call of duty to meet my
needs.
Emotional Healing
My department chair is one I would
turn to if I had a personal trauma.
My department chair is good at helping
me with my emotional issues.
My department chair is talented at
helping me to heal emotionally.
My department chair is one that could
help me mend my hard feelings.
Wisdom
My department chair seems alert to
what is happening.
My department chair is good at
anticipating the consequences of
decisions.
My department chair has great
awareness of what is going on.
My department chair seems in touch
with what is happening.
My department chair seems to know
what is going to happen.
Persuasive Mapping
My department chair offers compelling
reasons to get me to do things.
My department chair encourages me to
dream 'big dreams' about the
organization.
My department chair is very persuasive.
My department chair is good at
convincing me to do things.
My department chair is gifted when it
comes to persuading me.

Strongly
Disagree
22
13.3%
19
11.5%
38
23.0%
30
18.2%
Strongly
Disagree
33
20.0%
28
17.0%
29
17.6%
28
17.0%
Strongly
Disagree
8
4.8%
11
6.7%
7
4.2%
7
4.2%
11
6.7%
Strongly
Disagree
8
4.8%
23
13.9%
11
6.7%
12
7.3%
17
10.3%

Somewhat
Disagree
49
29.7%
35
21.2%
58
35.2%
52
31.5%

Somewhat
Agree
70
42.4%
61
37.0%
49
29.7%
58
35.2%

Disagree

Agree

55
33.3%
58
35.2%
67
40.6%
59
35.8%
Disagree

54
32.7%
59
35.8%
50
30.3%
59
35.8%
Agree

26
15.8%
39
23.6%

95
57.6%
83
50.3%

39
23.6%
37
22.4%
39
23.6%

83
50.3%
82
49.7%
92
55.8%

Strongly
Agree
24
14.5%
50
30.3%
20
12.1%
25
15.2%
Strongly
Agree
23
13.9%
20
12.1%
19
11.5%
19
11.5%
Strongly
Agree
36
21.8%
32
19.45

46
27.9%
63
38.2%

83
50.3%
55
33.3%

36
21.8%
39
23.6%
23
13.9%
Strongly
Agree
28
17.0%
24
14.5%

53
32.1%
52
31.5%
60
36.4%

73
44.2%
75
45.5%
68
41.2%

28
17.0%
26
15.8%
20
12.1%

Disagree

Agree

2.58

Std.
Deviation
0.90

2.86

0.98

2.31

0.96

2.47

0.96

Mean

2.41

Std.
Deviation
0.96

2.43

0.91

2.36

0.90

2.41

0.96

Mean

2.96

Std.
Deviation
0.76

2.82

0.82

2.90

0.79

2.93

0.79

2.77

0.77

Mean

2.79

Std.
Deviation
0.78

2.48

0.91

2.72

0.83

2.70

0.82

2.55

0.84

Mean

Servant Leadership Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations
(N=165)
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Organizational Stewardship
My department chair believes that the
organization needs to play a moral role
in society.
My department chair believes that our
organization needs to function as a
community.
My department chair sees the
organization for its potential to
contribute to society.
My department chair encourages me to
have a community spirit in the
workplace.
My department chair is preparing the
organization to make a positive
difference in the future.

Strongly
Disagree
11
6.7%

52
31.5%

73
44.2%

Strongly
Agree
29
17.6%

9
5.5%

35
21.2%

90
54.5%

10
6.1%

48
29.1%

12
7.3%
11
6.7%
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2.73

Std.
Deviation
0.83

31
18.8%

2.87

0.78

84
50.9%

23
13.9%

2.73

0.78

37
22.4%

86
52.1%

30
18.2%

2.81

0.82

49
29.7%

78
47.3%

27
16.4%

2.73

0.81

Disagree

Agree

Mean

APPENDIX G
ITEM FREQUENCIES, PERCENTAGES, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR
THE TEACHER JOB SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
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Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations (N=165)

Supervision
I receive recognition from my
department chair.
My department chair offers suggestions
to improve my teaching.
My department chair gives me
assistance when I need help.
My department chair does not back me
up. (RS)
My department chair treats everyone
equitably.
My department chair provides
assistance for improving instruction.
My department chair is not willing to
listen to suggestions. (RS)
I received too many meaningless
instructions from my depart. chair. (RS)
My department chair makes available
the material I need to do my best.
My department chair makes me feel
uncomfortable. (RS)
When I teach a good lesson, my
department chair notices.
My department chair explains what is
expected of me.
My department chair praises good
teaching.

Strongly
Disagree
10
6.1%
12
7.3%
8
4.8%
33
20.0%
16
9.7%
7
4.2%
21
12.7%
21
12.7%
17
10.3%
36
21.8%
7
4.2%
4
2.4%
4
2.4%

Disagree
22
13.3%
25
15.2%
22
13.3%
64
38.8%
27
16.4%
21
12.7%
73
44.2%
59
35.8%
23
13.9%
65
39.4%
13
7.9%
12
7.3%
8
4.8%

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
29
17.6%
27
16.4%
23
13.9%
39
23.6%
41
24.8%
49
29.7%
42
25.5%
54
32.7%
36
21.8%
42
25.5%
65
39.4%
40
24.2%
48
29.1%
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Agree

Strongly
Agree

67
40.6%
85
51.5%
78
47.3%
17
10.3%
53
32.1%
75
45.5%
18
10.9%
18
10.9%
76
46.1%
12
7.3%
58
35.2%
83
50.3%
77
46.7%

37
22.4%
16
9.7%
34
20.6%
12
7.3%
28
17.0%
13
7.9%
11
6.7%
13
7.9%
13
7.9%
10
6.1%
22
13.3%
26
15.8%
28
17.0%

Mean

Std.
Deviation

3.60

1.15

3.41

1.09

3.65

1.10

2.46

1.14

3.30

1.21

3.40

0.96

2.55

1.06

2.65

1.09

3.27

1.12

2.36

1.09

3.45

0.97

3.70

0.91

3.71

0.89

Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations (N=165)

Colleagues
I get along well with my colleagues.
I like the people with whom I work.
My colleagues stimulate me to do better
work.
My colleagues are highly critical of one
another. (RS)
My colleagues provide me with
suggestions or feedback about my
teaching.
I do not get cooperation from the
people with whom I work. (RS)
I dislike the people with whom I work.
(RS)
My interests are similar to those of my
colleagues.
I have made lasting friendships among
my colleagues.
My colleagues seem reasonable to me.

1
0.6%
1
0.6%
11
6.7%
14
8.5%
14
8.5%

1
0.6%
4
2.4%
14
8.5%
42
25.5%
23
13.9%

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
3
1.8%
26
15.8%
55
33.3%
40
24.2%
65
39.4%

22
13.3%
49
29.7%
11
6.7%
2
1.2%
41
24.8%

74
44.8%
77
46.7%
24
14.5%
17
10.3%
66
40.0%

49
29.7%
28
17.0%
69
41.8%
42
25.5%
42
25.5%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree
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Std.
Deviation

Agree

Strongly
Agree

114
69.1%
93
56.4%
66
40.0%
52
31.5%
45
27.3%

46
27.9%
41
24.8%
19
11.5%
17
10.3%
18
10.9%

4.23

0.57

4.02

0.75

3.41

1.02

3.10

1.15

3.18

1.08

10
6.1%
4
2.4%
52
31.5%
86
52.1%
7
4.2%

10
6.1%
7
4.2%
9
5.5%
18
10.9%
9
5.5%

2.47

1.00

2.05

0.97

3.15

0.96

3.61

0.86

2.25

1.05

Mean

Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations (N=165)
Working Conditions
Working conditions in my school can
be improved.
The administration in my school does
not clearly define its policies. (RS)
Working conditions in my school are
comfortable.
Working conditions in my school could
not be worse. (RS)
The administration in my school
communicates its policies well.
Physical surroundings in my school are
unpleasant. (RS)
Working conditions in my school are
good.

Strongly
Disagree
3
1.8%
12
7.3%
13
7.9%
20
12.1%
13
7.9%
16
9.7%
10
6.1%

Disagree
4
2.4%
41
24.8%
32
19.4%
54
32.7%
43
26.1%
70
42.4%
22
13.3%

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
19
11.5%
41
24.8%
38
23.0%
51
30.9%
38
23.0%
29
17.6%
44
26.7%
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Agree

Strongly
Agree

57
34.5%
55
33.3%
66
40%
29
17.6%
64
38.8%
38
23%
73
44.2%

82
49.7%
16
9.7%
16
9.7%
11
6.7%
7
4.2%
12
7.3%
16
9.7%

Mean

Std.
Deviation

4.28

0.89

3.13

1.12

3.24

1.12

2.74

1.09

3.05

1.07

2.76

1.13

3.38

1.03

Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations (N=165)
Responsibility
Teaching provides me the opportunity
to help my students learn.
My students respect me as a teacher.
I am responsible for planning my daily
lessons.
I do have responsibility for my
teaching.
I am not responsible for my actions.
(RS)
I try to be aware of the policies of my
school.
I am not interested in the policies of my
school. (RS)
I get along well with my students.

2
1.2%
0
0.0%
1
0.6%
6
3.6%
79
47.9%

5
3%
1
0.6%
12
7.3%
5
3%
63
38.2%

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
6
3.6%
8
4.8%
15
9.1%
0
0%
4
2.4%

0
60
36.4%
0
0.0%

2
69
41.8%
1
0.6%

7
19
11.5%
7
4.2%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree
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Agree

Strongly
Agree

71
43.0%
71
43.0%
92
55.8%
84
50.9%
10
6.1%

81
49.1%
85
51.5%
45
27.3%
70
42.4%
9
5.5%

98
9
5.5%
66
40.0%

58
8
4.8%
91
55.2%

Mean

Std.
Deviation

4.36

0.80

4.45

0.62

4.02

0.84

4.25

0.90

1.83

1.10

4.28

0.60

2.01

1.07

4.50

0.61

Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations (N=165)

Work Itself
Teaching provides an opportunity to
use a variety of skills.
The work of a teacher consists of
routine activities. (RS)
I do not have the freedom to make my
own professional decisions. (RS)
Teaching is very interesting work.
Teaching discourages originality. (RS)
Teaching does not provide me the
chance to develop new methods. (RS)
Teaching encourages me to be creative
I am indifferent towards teaching. (RS)
The work of a teacher is very pleasant.

Strongly
Disagree
2
1.2%
22
13.3%
15
9.1%
2
1.2%
51
30.9%
32
19.4%
5
3.0%
66
40.0%
0
0.0%

Disagree
3
1.8%
33
20%
48
29.1%
1
0.6%
57
34.5%
84
50.9%
2
1.2%
49
29.7%
8
4.8%

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
9
5.5%
37
22.4%
47
28.5%
5
3.0%
36
21.8%
22
13.3%
10
6.1%
30
18.2%
26
15.8%

174

Agree

Strongly
Agree

84
50.9%
50
30.3%
34
20.6%
50
30.3%
17
10.3%
22
13.3%
84
50.9%
8
4.8%
62
37.6%

67
40.6%
23
13.9%
21
12.7%
107
64.8%
4
2.4%
5
3.0%
64
38.8%
12
7.3%
69
41.8%

Mean

Std.
Deviation

4.28

0.75

3.12

1.26

2.99

1.17

4.57

0.70

2.19

1.06

2.30

1.03

4.21

0.85

2.10

1.20

4.16

0.87

Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire Item Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations (N=165)

Advancement
Teaching provides me with an
opportunity to advance professionally.
I am not getting ahead in my present
teaching position. (RS)
Teaching provides limited opportunities
for advancement. (RS)
Teaching provides an opportunity for
promotion.
Teaching provides a good opportunity
for advancement.

Recognition
No one tells me that I am a good
teacher. (RS)
I receive full recognition for my
successful teaching.
I received too little recognition. (RS)

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

11
6.7%
22
13.3%
14
8.5%
21
12.7%
16
9.7%

15
9.1%
40
24.2%
29
17.6%
49
29.7%
33
20.0%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

49
29.7%
19
11.5%
12
7.3%

59
35.8%
24
14.5%
45
27.3%

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
23
13.9%
47
28.5%
37
22.4%
34
20.6%
37
22.4%
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
30
18.2%
37
22.4%
37
22.4%
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Agree

Strongly
Agree

63
38.2%
31
18.8%
53
32.1%
38
23.0%
44
26.7%

53
32.1%
25
15.2%
32
19.4%
23
13.9%
35
21.2%

Agree

Strongly
Agree

22
13.3%
61
37.0%
41
24.8%

5
3.0%
24
14.5%
30
18.2%

Mean

Std.
Deviation

3.80

1.18

2.98

1.26

3.36

1.22

2.96

1.27

3.30

1.23

Mean

Std.
Deviation

2.24

1.11

3.28

1.22

3.19

1.23
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